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tucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Mis-
sissippl, Missourl, Montana, Nebraska, Ne-
vada, New Jersey, New York, New Mexico,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming, Maine and
New Hampshire.

Against Senator McGovern, President
Nixon would lose Massachusetts, Minnesota,
South Dakota, and the District of Columbia.

In a McGovern-Nixon contest the states in
doubt: North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Virginia, and West Virginia.

Against Senator Jackson, Mr. Nixon would
win Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Hawall, Idaho, Illinios, Indiana, Iowa, Ean-
sas, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Missis-
sippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Ten-
nessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Wash-
ington, Wisconsin, Wyoming, Maine and New
Hampshire,

Apgainst Senator Jackson, Mr. Nixon would
lose Arkansas, Massachusetts, Minnesota,
Rhode Island, and the District of Columbia.

States in doubt in a Nixon-Jackson race are
Georgla, Louisiana, South Dakota, and West
Virginia.

LINDSAY ON TICKET

Agalnst Mayor Lindsay, President Nixon
would win Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Ar-
kansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawail, Idaho,
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexlco, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Da-
kota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Vir-
ginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming,
Maine, and Louisiana.

Against Mayor Lindsay, Mr. Nixon would
lose Massachusetts and the District of Co-
lumbia,

States In doubt in a Nixon-Lindsay race
are Minnesota, New York, Rhode Island,
and West Virginia.

M'CARTHY AS FOE

Against Eugene MecCarthy, Mr., Nixon
would win Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Ar-
kansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Maryland, Michigan ,Mississippl, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Ohlo, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming,
Maine, and Loulsiana,

Against Mr., McCarthy, President Nixon
would lose Massachusetts and the District of
Columbia.

States in doubt in a Nixon-McCarthy meet-
ing are Minnesota, Rhode Island, and West
Virginia.
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THOUGHTFUL REPORT ON THE
SPACE SHUTTLE BY CONGRESS-
MAN LARRY WINN

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, January 18, 1972

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, President Nixon's announcement over
the holidays that he would seek funds in
the fiscal year 1973 budget to move
ahead with the space shuttle is certain
to arouse one of the major controversies
over national budget priorities in this
session of the 92d Congress. Congress-
man LARRY WINN, Republican of Kansas,
who, as the new ranking Republican
member of the Manned Space Flight
Subcommittee of the House Committee
on Science and Astronautics, is one of
the House's most informed experts on
this issue, recently published a report
that deserves the attention of all Mem-
bers of this body.

Congressman Winn points out that the
possibility of new technological spinoffs,
new sources of scarce natural resources,
improved communications, new means
of fighting disease and poverty, and re-
duced costs in getting men and material
in and out of orbit, all argue strongly in
favor of the President’s decision to go
ahead with the shuttle program. At the
same time, Congressman WiNN admits
that all the evidence is not yet in and
that it will be necessary for partisans on
both sides of this issue to keep an “open
mind."” Let us hope that the debate over
the space shuttle program can be main-
tained on the same high plane of rea-
soned, careful analysis displayed in this
report by my colleague from Kansas:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN LARRY WINN

Over the holldays President Nixon an-
nounced his plans for the space shuttle: the
go-ahead was given to the Administrator of
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, James Fletcher, What does this
mean to America? is perhaps the basic ques-
tion of relevance today.

As a partial answer to that question I
could give you the bit about glory for Amer-
ica, patriotism and all that. Well, America
needs more than pat, non-substantive re-
sponses. There are too many things which
need doing: hunger and poverty are still a
part of the life-style of thousands of Ameri-
cans, for example.

The real answer then is a little further
down the pike. Our natural resources are
showing signs of exhaustion. Space explora-
tion will help in the long-run to give us a
source for needed minerals and metals. In
the short run period, our space efforts are
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already producing spin-off benefits which are
helping us to do a better job with the re-
sources we have. I guess what it boils down to
is that, through our space effort, we are bet-
ting on a future for America—a good future.

Of course we can't overlook man's natural
instinet to explore. His curlosity is never
satisfled. He must keep searching for the
answers to life’s questions. The more man
knows the more he knows he doesn't know.
This has frustrated man over the years, but
it also keeps him going, moving forward—
a perpetual motion which should not be
stopped.

Now about the shuttle itself. Under the
current system we launch a space vehicle
with a booster rocket, They cost a lot of
money and they can only be used once. The
shuttle, on the other hand, is designed to be
launched with a booster rocket. But, the
space ship does its thing in space and then
returns to earth like a standard airplane.
The result is a flexible and much more inex-
pensive space capability. The jobs the shut-
tle could perform are various and include
such things as repairing satellites and per-
haps saving the lives of astronauts in space.

What does the space program mean to such
problems as hunger and poverty? Well, for
one thing, we have proven that satellites can
serve as electronic watchdogs over diseases
which affect our nation's food and fiber
crops. Recent experiments related to corn
blight have helped to show the way in this
area.

The people of India will benefit from an-
other space-related effort. Basically, it means
that remote villages will have a communica-
tions link with the rest of the world.
Through effective use of a communications
satellite these villages will have access to the
latest Information on planting and harvest-
ing crops as well as medical advice when
needed.

Humane space spin-offs such as these are
abundant and have been pointed out many
times before. The main reason I mention
them once again is that I anticipate consid-
erable opposition in Congress to the shuttle
program. For one thing we have wrecked the
aerospace industry in the past few years. Un-
employment in that field has been rampant.
It needs a shot in the arm such as the shut-
tle can give it. But that’s just one of the
reasons to go ahead with the shuttle.

Certainly an area to be looked at closely
is whether or not the shuttle will create en-
vironmental problems. NASA is already plan-
ning studies to look into any such potential
problems. Previous studies, by the way, have
shown that adverse environmental effects
would be similar to the rather nominal prob-
lems presented by the operation of existing
launch vehicles. I will personally keep an
eye on this area.

And, I will be alert to any other potential
problem areas as well. I agree with the con-
cept of the shuttle, but I will not let my
thinking be clouded regarding arguments on
the other side of the question. You can be
assured that I will maintain an open mind
on the subject.

SENATE—Wednesday, January 19, 1972

The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. ELLENDER).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward L.
R. Elson, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father, in this quiet moment,
dedicated to the unseen and the eternal,
we pray for the United States. Grant

AUTHENTICATED
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that her strength may be in her goodness,
and her greatness in the quality of her
people. :

In this disturbing and bafiling world
of swift and shifting change, we turn to
Thee for that wisdom which comes from
beyond all that is human. Give the peo-
ple patience with those who serve them,
and give to their servants here zeal and
energy to come to wise solutions to vex-
ing problems. Invest us all with that un-

derstanding and love which holds us
together in harmony and peace.
We pray in the Master's name, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, January 18, 1972, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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ATTENDANCE OF SENATORS

Hon. SAM J. ERVIN, Jr., a Senator
from the State of North Carolina, Hon.
PAUL J. FANNIN, a Senator from the
State of Arizona, Hon. JOHN C. STEN-
NIS, a Senator from the State of Mis-
sissippi, Hon. JOHN TOWER, a Senator
from the State of Texas, Hon. WILLIAM
V. ROTH, Jr., a Senator from the State
of Delaware, Hon. HAROLD E.
HUGHES, a Senator from the State of
Iowa, Hon. EDMUND S. MUSKIE, a Sen-
ator from the State of Maine, and Hon.
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, a Senator from
the State of South Carolina, attended
the session of the Senate today.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield
back my time under the standing order.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the distinguished
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) is
now recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes.

THE DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE
GEORGE W. ANDREWS OF ALABAMA

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, yesterday
it was the intention of my distinguished
senior colleague from Alabama (Mr.
SearkMAN) and myself to submit to the
Senate a resolution mourning the death
of the Honorable George W. Andrews,
dean of the Alabama delegation in the
House of Representatives, who died on
Christmas Day.

Due to the formalities of Senate pro-
cedure, such a resolution would not be in
order until the Senate had been officially
notified by the House of the death of one
of its Members.

Sometime during the day, such a
resolution will be submitted by Senator
SpargmaN and myself, mourning the
death of our good and great friend, Rep-
resentative Andrews, and asking that the
Senate adjourn today in respect to his
memory.

At this time, Mr. President, it is my
wish, and it is the wish of the people of
Alabama, that words be spoken in the
Senate Chamber about George Andrews
and his fruitful career in our State and
our Nation—especially in this historic
building.

Mr. President, I was deeply saddened
by the untimely passing of George W.
Andrews. His life and works will long be
remembered by the people of Alabama,
particularly those of the Third Congres-
sional District whom he so ably repre-
sented. George Andrews was one of our
Nation’s most influential and powerful
Members of Congress, and the people
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from Alabama are proud of him. I can-
not adequately convey the sense of loss
felt by all of us without referring to a few
of the highlights of his truly extraordi-
nary background.

George Andrews received both under-
graduate and law degrees from the Uni-
versity of Alabama. He began his public
career in 1931 upon election to the office
of circuit solicitor—now district attor-
ney—of the third judicial district of Ala-
bama and served in that capacity until
1943, At his hometown of Union Springs,
he was a member of the Baptist Church,
which he served as deacon. He was
elected to Congress, in absentia, in 1944
while serving Navy duty at Pearl Harbor
in the grade of lieutenant junior grade.
The fact that in one of the counties of his
district he received every vote but one
is an indication of the esteem in which
he was held, even at this early stage
of his career. In these brief references
there are manifestations of traits of
character which were to shape the future
career of George Andrews: love of God
and country; service to church and com-
munity; and the concept of public serv-
ice as a calling of the highest distinction.
But we have mentioned only the begin-
ning of a long and illustrious career of
public service which eventually would
span a total of 40 years and lead George
Andrews to the heights of national
eminence.

Mr, President, it has often been said
that real statesmen do not arrive full
flowered on the national stage. Instead,
they arrive with the potential for states-
manship. They are nurtured and matured
by an apprenticeship and experience in a
wide variety of public affairs. In the
case of George Andrews, his experience
in Congress spanned 27 turbulent years—
years characterized by periods of war
and peace; prosperity and recession; so-
cial upheavals; and unprecedented tech-
nological and scientific advances. These
rampant changes and stresses tested
both the fiber of our Nation and the
character of its political leaders. In
the process, George Andrews proved him-
self a statesman.

His power and influence derived from
intangible attributes of accumulated ex-
perience and wisdom, and his ability
to persuade others to his views. Thus, the
judgments of George Andrews on criti-
cal national problems were widely solic-
ited and universally respected in Con-
gress and in the executive branch of Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. President, George Andrews left us
an example of a life devoted to public
service. It is a rich heritage which can
only inspire those who follow. In order
to better appreciate the value of this
heritage, I think it would be helpful to
look to what I think were some of the
main sources George Andrews’
strengths. Let us beg‘ln with the services
conducted in the century-old Baptist
Church in George Andrews’ hometown
of Union Springs, Ala. Chaplain Edward
G. Latch, of the House of Representa-
tives, was speaking. He said, speaking of
our dear friend, George Andrews:

He was born in Alabama, he was educated
in Alabama, he was elected to Congress from
Alabama, and he loved the people of this
community, the people of the Third Con-
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gressional District, and the people of Ala-
bamas.

A friend of George Andrews, in com-
menting on this observation, said:
Yes, it was a mutual love affair,

Those who knew George Andrews could
not agree more. To demonstrate the
truth of this observation, George Andrews
was elected and reelected to Congress
for 14 consecutive terms and always
without meaningful opposition.

Mr. President, I suggest that there are
very important but sometimes overlooked
factors that help to account for this re-
markable record of confidence in George
Andrews. It was obvious that he faith-
fully reflected the sentiments of the vast
majority of the people of his district. It
is equally obvious that he served admin-
istratively his constituency ably and well
and the interest of his district with ex-
traordinary efficiency. But there is more
to political success than merely doing
what is expected.

George Andrews not only represented
the sentiment and interests of his people,
but he also personified the best in the
traditions of a State and region—the
traditions of a people whose hearts and
minds were and will ever remain united
in devotion to a common heritage. And
here, I believe, is the touchstone of his
character and his great success. A part
of that common heritage is reflected in
principles and values by which public
service is judged an honor, a trust, and
8 high distinction. Those of this tradition
know that the objects of public office are
not power or ephemeral fame but service
and continuing opportunity to help pro-
mote the well-being of one’s fellow man.

But George Andrews shared with the
people of Alabama more than a common
attitude toward public service. He shared
with them a philosophy of government.
He believed in constitutional government,
a strong national defense, and sound fis-
cal and monetary policies. His affirmance
of these ends automatically placed him
in opposition to judicial activists, social
engineers, the advocates of disarmament
and no-win wars, and peace at any price.
By reason of his shared principles—prin-
ciples that he shared with the people of
Alabama—convictions, and goals, he op-
posed communism, fascism, and other
brands of statism. In his beliefs and ac-
tions he mirrored the convictions of his
constituents and the people of Alabama.
He was consistent, steadfast, loyal to his
friends, and true to his country, its insti-
tutions, and the principles upon which
they were founded. In fact, the people
knew where George Andrews stood on
any and all issues. The expression, “You
can count on George Andrews,”” was not a
political slogan but a universal judgment
and compliment.

Mr. President, I think it was loyalty to
principles which accounted for the con-
sistency of judgments which inspired
confidence in George Andrews. Such con-
sistency is indeed a virtue. On this point,
I am reminded of what the great Justice
Joseph Story once said:

He, who is ever veering about with every
wind of doctrine and opinion, is possessed of
feeble judgment, or feeble principles, or
both. . . . As a guide or an example, he is
equally unsafe; and it is difficult to say,
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whether he does most injury as a friend or
B Toe. ..

This was not so with George Andrews.
George Andrews always knew where he
stood. He was steadfast to his principles
and his convictions.

Of course, loyalty to principles does
not imply a refusal to change an opinion
on a subject. George Andrews was open-
minded—subject to persuasion but not to
compromise on fundamental principles.
Yes, the people knew where George An-
drews stood on principles, and they knew
his convictions and they loved and re-
spected him.

Thus, Mr. President, in paying our re-
spects to the memory of our good friend
and associate, we honor also the people
of Alabama with whom he shared a com-
mon heritage and tradition. While the
career of George Andrews is ended, the
example of his life will linger on in the
hearts and memories of all who knew
him—and that includes all the people
of Alabama.

Mr. President, the people of Alabama
mourn the loss of George Andrews. They
mourn with his widow Mrs. Elizabeth
Andrews, with his son George W. An-
drews III, a lieutenant junior grade in
the Navy and with his daughter, Mrs.
Jane Hinds. Speaking for myself indi-
vidually and for Mrs. Allen, we extend
our deepest sympathy to the fine family
of Representative Andrews.

Mr, President, editorial comment and
news accounts from several State and
local newspapers in George Andrews’
congressional district provide biographi-
cal data on the life of the man whose
memory we honor and reflect a measure
of the sense of his loss. I have chosen
several illustrative examples and ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Union Springs (Ala.) Herald,
Dec. 30, 1971]
REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE ANDREWS WiLL Be
MisseD

The untimely death of Representative
George Andrews has left a void in this com-
munity, in the Third Congressional District,
;-_ﬁd in Alabama which is going to be hard to

Chaplain Edward G. Latch of the United
States House of Representatives described
“George” this way, when he sald, “He was
born in Alabama, he was educated in Ala-
bama, he was elected to Congress from Ala-
bama and he loved the people of this com-
munity, the people of the Third Congres-
sional District and the people of Alabama.”
And the people of the Third District loved
and trusted George Andrews. They kept him
in Washington for more than 25 years, It
seems that he has always been there, like the
Rock of Gibraltar, responding to the many
needs of his constituents back home.

No one ever doubted where he stood on
any issue at any time. He was one of the
outstanding conservative stalwarts on Cap-
itol Hill, and if one had to sum up his politi-
cal philosophy in a few words they would
have to describe George Andrews as one who
stood for Constitutional Government and
Piscal Responsibility. He was also a sup-
porter of maintaining a strong defense pos-
ture for America.

He was not only the dean of the Alabama
Congressional delegation, but he was the
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second ranking member of the powerful
House Appropriations Committee and was
considered one of the House’s more powerful
members. He was also one of only three con-
gressmen who served on major appropria-
tions sub-committees: Defense, Public Works
and Legislative, and he served as Chairman
of the latter. At a time when many of his
colleagues in Congress were supporting free-
wheeling big federal spending and were in
favor of treaties with Communist nations
which would weaken our defense posture, he
never changed his political philosophy.

He was among the first to see the advan-
tages of locks and dams on the Chattahoo-
chee river and he worked for many years to
finally see his dream come true. He resisted
Pentagon efforts to close Camp Rucker after
‘World War II and he fought a holding action
at Fort MecClellan until it obtained perma-
nent status. Through the lean years he
helped to sustain the Alabama-Coosa river
navigation up to Montgomery, and he helped
to keep alive the Tennessee-Tombighee wa-
terway project.

One of his working habits while in Con-
gress, regardless of work pressure, was to
clear hls desk and answer every communi-
cation that day. Whether it was a mother
trying to locate her son in Vietnam, a school
boy or girl seeking a summer job, or a plea
for assistance on a waterway, George An-
drews got to the heart of the problem quickly
and the party on the other end received a
reply or a phone call regarding the problem.
One of his greatest pleasures was helping
young people further their careers and those
he has helped along the way are legion.

It may be true that there is no such thing
as an indispensable person, but it is going
to be hard to replace George Andrews. We
are going to miss his volce in the House.
America has lost a truly great statesman.

[From the Birmingham (Ala.) News,
Jan. 2, 1972]

TRIBUTE PAID REPRESENTATIVE ANDREWS
(By Rev. Martin Stanley Beason)

For nearly five years, I handled publicity,
research and constituents’ mail for one of
the greatest statesmen in Alabama’s history.
I performed a wide range of administrative
services for him, and counted it an honor,
but last Monday, I rendered my final serv-
ice—I was a pallbearer for George W.
Andrews.

The dean of Alabama’s delegation in Con-
gress had served 28 years and had risen to
great seniority and power on the House
Appropriations Committee. Through his in-
fluence, our state's major waterways have
been developed and Fort McClellan and Fort
Rucker have been kept open.

The legislative accomplishments of Rep.
Andrews will remain obvious to generations
of Alabamians, and there are many persons
more highly qualified than I to analyze them.
Therefore, I merely wanted to offer a very
subjective glimpse of this gigantic but
warmly human personality.

My first encounter with George Andrews
occurred in early 1957, when, as a reporter
with The Dothan Eagle, I covered a serles
of his speeches before the major civic clubs
in Dothan., After each speech, he and I
would have another cup of coffee and review
my notes to make certaln I hadn't mis-
quoted him.

I was impressed by his accessibility, He
was the first celebrity I had ever met on a
more than superficial level. Furthermore, he
showed genuine interest in me as a person,
and he asked if I had any plans for the
future. I told him that I wanted to become a
public relations man, but had resigned my-
self to the seeming impossibility of achiev-
ing such a goal.

“How would you like to work for me in
Washington, D.C., and get a master’'s degree
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in night school at one of the universities
up there?'’ he asked.

This seemed like an unbellevable fantasy,
but it all came true in November when I
joined Rep. Andrews’ staff in Union Springs.
Just three months later, when Congress con-
vened, I went to the nation's capital and
enrolled at The American University. I re-
celved my master's degree in public rela-
tions In 1962.

Mr. Andrews’ dedication to competent and
thorough service to the people of Alabama
was rapidly ingrained into the attitudes of
all his staff members. While he demonstrated
a kindly, even fatherly, concern for each of
us, he was adamantly intolerant of careless
work, He exacted the best from each of us.

All of these memories drifted back during
the funeral sermon, and as the political
glants of Alabama parted outside the church
to make way for the pallbearers (myself and
seven other men who owe a tremendous
measure of their success in life to the man
whose remains we bore), I could see that
they, too, felt a keen sense of loss—maybe
even the same personal loss that we felt.

Now that George Andrews is gone, I don't
feel quite as safe. How do you replace & man
of his stature? The only thing that really
comforts me is my theory of a great man who
reached out to help a young guy who could
never reciprocate—that's my definition of
statesmanship.

[From the Alexander City (Ala.) Outlook]
REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE ANDREWS

Alabama lost a great public servant when
death last Saturday claimed Third District
Congressman George W. Andrews of Union
Bprings.

Rep. Andrews, 65, represented his district,
which included Alexander City and Talla-
poosa County, long and well. A great indica-
tion of this lies in the length of time he was
in public service.

He was elected in March 1944, in absentia,
to fill the unexpired term of Rep. Henry B.
Steagall who, like Rep. Andrews, died in
midterm. He then went on to 14 consecutive
terms in Congress, the majority without op-
position.

Prior to becoming a member of Congress,
Rep. Andrews served as circuit solicltor (dis-
trict attorney) for the third judicial circuit
from 1931-483, thus compiling a total of some
40 years in public service.

Rep. Andrews was the 17th ranking mem-
ber of Congress in years of service and was
the second ranking member of the House Ap-
propriations Committee and was consldered
one of the most powerful members. He also
was a member of the defense, public works
and legislative appropriations subcommittee,
being chairman of the latter.

The public owes a great debt of gratitude
to Rep. Andrews for his service, not only
those of us within his district, but thousands
of others outside it. He labored long and
hard to keep the Army from closing Fort
Rucker years ago. Today it's the Army's flight
center for helicopter training. He worked
tirelessly on behalf of Fort McClellan years
ago to keep it open. Today it's the Army’s
WAC headquarters.

For years Rep. Andrews was the bulwark
in furthering Alabama's navigable waterways
network. There were countless other in-
stances where Rep. Andrews stepped in to
protect and further the best interests of his
beloved Third District and Alabama.

Rep. Andrews will be sorely missed by
those of us in his district and by all Ala-
bamians.

[From the Clayton Record]
SourH’s GrEAT Loss

Co! George Andrews death is a
great loss to the South.
Andrews, a native of Clayton, who often
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visited his aunt, Mrs. Irene Andrews Ven-
tress, would sit on the porch here of the
Andrews home and recollect Interesting
events during his younger days.

We have gone through the flles of The
Clayton Record and a number of other news-
papers. Many times Andrews has told us that
Bill Gammell of this newspaper was the first
editor to editorially endorse him. So we
looked at our files of March 24, 1944 which
reads: “House Democrats galned their 326th
member and the Navy released a lieutenant
(jg) Monday as George W, Andrews Jr. took
the oath of office as Representative from
Alabama’s Third District.

“Back from active duty at Pearl Harbor,
Andrews barely had time to change from
navy blue to a business suit for the noon
ceremony less than an hour after the Navy
placed him on the inactive list.

“He succeeded the late Henry B. Steagall.

“House Democrats now number one more
than the bare majority they have been hold-
ing since the death last week of Rep. O'Leary
(D., N.X.)

“The new representative was presented to
the House by Rep. Starnes, dean of the Ala-
bama delegation. Members of the delegation
presented him to Speaker SBam Rayburn (D.,
Tex.) and Majority Leader John McCormack
(D. Mass,) at a luncheon in the speaker’s
dining room.

“Luncheon guests were Mrs. George An-
drews, Jr., Mrs. George Andrews, Sr., Mr. and
Mrs. Fred McClendon, Mr. and Mrs. E. C.
Clouse, Walter Brackin, Miss Etta Claire
Bracklin, Mr. and Mrs. Winton M. Blount,
Miss Jo Ann Clouse and Lt. Boykin Haynes
all of Alabama.”

Rep. Andrews will be hard to replace in the
South. He served his country in many ways,
in the Navy and as Congressman. He was
loved and admired by his personal friends
as well as political friends. His death is in-
deed a great loss.

[From the Opelika-Auburn Daily News,
Dec. 27, 1971]
ANDREWS BURIED IN UNION SPRINGS

UnioN SprinGs, Ava.—Funeral services for
U.S. Rep. George Andrews, D-Ala., who died
Saturday in Birmingham, were held today at
2 p.m. at the PFirst Baptist Church here.

Andrews was 65. He underwent surgery
Friday for the second time in the past three
weeks. His first operation, on Dec. 9 at Birm-
ingham’s University Hospital, was to repair
a weakening of the aortic artery.

A hospital spokesman sald the veteran
congressman was recovering normally until
Friday, when he developed symptoms of an
infection.

Andrews was the dean of Alabama’s legis-
lative delegation, and was the third rank-
ing member of the House Appropriations
Committee. He was one of three congress-
men to serve on major appropriations sub-
committees, including defense, public works,
and legislative.

Gov. George C. Wallace, a close friend of
Andrews’, canceled all his appointments for
today to attend the funeral, a capital source
sald.

The 17th ranking member of Congress in
years of service, Andrews was elected to the
T8th Congress in March of 1944 to fill the
unexpired term of Rep. Henry B. Steagall
who had died, and had won 14 times since.

A native of Clayton in Barbour County,
Andrews afterward called Union Springs
home. He received both undergraduate and
law degrees from the University of Alabamsa
and served as circuit solicitor for the state’s
third judiecial circuit (Barbour, Bullock, Rus-
sell and Dale Counties) from 1931—43.

At the time of his electlon to Congress,
Andrews was a Lieutenant (jg) in the U.S.
Navy at Pearl Harbor and won the post
in absentia. His campalgn was run by his
brother,
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In his 28th year (15th consecutive term)
in Congress at the time of his death, the
colorful Andrews was expected to run for re-
election next year.

Andrews was the second ranking member
of the House Appropriations Committee and
was considered one of the most powerful
mermchers of the lawmaking body.

Andrews, had suffered from an “aneurysm
of the aortic artery where it goes through
the abdomen,” a hospital spokesman said.
He had receved & plastic graft in surgery
Dec. 9 for correction of the condition, de-
scribed as a “weakening and enlargement of
the artery.”

However, the hospital spokesman sald
Andrews developed complications and a
“re-operation” was required.

“The surgery was performed Friday after-
noon,” the spokesman said. “It revealed an
intra-abdominal infection, perhaps related to
an acute appendicitis.

“Although Congressman Andrews condi-
tion was serious following surgery, he toler-
ated the operation well. In the subsequent
12 hours, the combination of the second
operation and severe infection resulted in a
rapid deterioration in his general condition
and succumbed at 7 a.m. Baturday.

Andrews galned a reputation for being a
watchdog of federal finances as a member
of the Appropriations Committee, He was
usually re-elected easily and ran at the top
of the ticket when Alabama congressmen
ran at large in the early 1960's when the leg-
islature failed to cut down the number of
districts from nine to eight.

[From the Birmingham (Ala.) News Sun,
Dec. 26, 1971]
HouseE SPEAKER LEaDps TRIBUTES
(By James Free)
WasHINGTON.—Speaker Carl

Albert, D-

Okla., best summed up the reaction of House

colleagues to the death Saturday of Rep.
George W. Andrews, D-Ala., at the University
of Alabama Medical Center in Birmingham,

“I am deeply shocked,” sald Albert, “for
George Andrews was not only the dean of
the Alabama House delegation, a strong mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee and an
outstanding legislator, but he possessed
warm qualities that made him a close per-
sonal friend to me and many others.

“He had wit and impromptu humor and a
rare talent for telling stories to bring home
important points of discussion. He was third-
ranking Democrat on the Appropriations
Committee. As chairman of the Appropriation
Subcommittee that handles funds for oper-
ations of the legislative branch, Andrews had
an irreplaceable knowledge of the wvarlous
functions of the Congress.

“He will be sorely missed.”

The Union Springs congressman's death
came less than two weeks after his 65th
birthday on Deec. 12, and after nearly 28 years
of service in the House. It was something of a
surprise, for up to late this week he had been
progressing as well as could be expected,
according to medical reports, following an
operation early this month to correct an
aneurysm of the aorta (a weakening of the
main artery in the ecirculatory system).

The fatal complication reportedly was an
abdominal infection, which required a second
major operation.

Andrews’ aneurysm was discovered in a
routine medical examination in Washington
late last month. Before leaving for Alabama
and a double-check by nationally respected
experts at the Unlversity Center, Andrews
told this reporter that “I have never had a
serious illness in my life.”

Sen. John J. Sparkman, D-Ala., in paying
tribute to Andrews, sald “He performed in-
valuable service not only to the constituents
in his own congressional district, but to all
Alabamians. Our delegation in Congress has
worked as a team over the years, but George's
considerable influence on the Appropriations
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Committee was invaluable In a number of
critical situations.”

" The Alabama senior senator, who was him-
self a member of the House when Andrews
came to Washington in 1944, gave these as
some of Andrews contributions:

Keeping Camp Rucker, a World War II
infantry training base, on a stand-by status
after that war and after the Korean War—
resisting Pentagon efforts to close it. And
later pressing successfully for its use as an
Army aviation training center. It is, of
course, now Ft. Rucker, “the” Army Aviation
Center.

A similar holding operation at Camp, now
Pt. McClellan, until it received permanent
assignment as the center for the Women's
Army Corps and the chemical warfare school.

Opening of a navigation system from the
Gulf up to Phenix City, on the Chattahoo~
chee River.

Helping sustain the proposed Alabama-
Coosa navigation system on an active basis
through lean years, and seeing it through to
completion so far up to Montgomery.

Helping keep alive the now court-delayed
Tennessee-Tombighee waterway project.

A potent assist in getting the University
of Alabama Medical Center In line for one of
the new regional cancer centers called for in
President Nixon's intensified war on cancer.
A key part will be the Lurleen Wallace Memo-
rial Hospital, for which more than $5 mil-
lion has been raised in local contributions,

Andrews is survived by his wife, the former
Miss Elizabeth Bullock of Geneva; a daugh-
ter, Mrs. Jane Andrews Hinds of Greensboro,
N.C., and a son, George W. Andrews Jr, of
Washington, D.C.

Andrews had been a close friend of three
other south Alabamians who achieved na-
tional fame in recent years.

Andrews was born in Clayton, home town
of George C. Wallace. The two long have been
mutual admirers.

The congressman was an old friend of Adm.
Thomas B. Moorer, a native of Mount Will-
ing and legal resident of Eufaula, Andrews
and his assoclates on the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee saw to it that Moorer got
the fullest consideration for elevation from
Navy chilef of operations to chalrman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. And that considera-
tion was enough to get Moorer the top career
defense position.

Andrews first campaign for Congress, back
in 1944 when he was a junior naval reserve
officer serving at Pearl Harbor, was run by
Winton M., Blount, Sr., father of the former
postmaster general. And “Red” Blount's
mother worked with Andrews in his Wash-
ington office for several years.

After his graduation from the Unliversity
of Alabama law school in 1928, Andrews prac-
ticed law in Union Springs for three years
before his election as circuit solicitor for the
third ecircult comprised of Barbour, Bullock
and Dale Countles. He was proud of his 12
years in this position, and some of his best
stories were based on his experiences in the
courtroom.

Due to his long service in Congress, An-
drews for several years has been eligible for
a substantial congressional pension—one
which would have given him a higher take-
home pay than his active service salary. He
had often talked of possible retirement, or
returning to law practice in south Alabama,.
But he often said: *I owe too much to my
people to quit, so long as they want me to
serve them in Washington."”

[From the Andalusia (Ala.) Star-News,
Dec. 30, 1971]
CoNGRESSMAN GEORGE W. ANDREWS

Some of our strong prejudices will missile
to the surface when death claims a friend.
This happened on Christmas morning when
Congressman George W. Andrews, of Union
Springs, died in a Birmingham hospital.

For South Alabama and the Wiregrass
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corner of this state, an area that Congressman
Andrews represented for 28 years in the U.S.
Congress, this is a terrific loss, for George
Andrews carried weight and impact in the
national political scene.

George Andrews was the second ranking
member of the powerful House Appropria-
tlons Committee, The force of his power and
authority in Washington is mirrored in the
millions of dollars that have been expended
at Fort Rucker; in the development of the
Chattahoochee River valley, where the Ala-
bama Power Co., 1s currently spending mil-
lions of dollars; and at Fort Benning, an
Army installation at Columbus, Ga., that
spilled over to the Alabama side of the
Chattahoochee to galn some extra Federal
funds with George Andrews in the driver's
seat up on the banks of the Potomac.

There was more to George Andrews' tenure
in Washington than in keeping the home fires
burning. Any man who stays in Washington
for fourteen two-year terms has to have
strong ties “back home."

If that is a sin, this editor is going to plead
guilty right along with George Andrews right
here and now. When Congressman Andrews
first went to Washington almost three dec-
ades ago, the policies were established and
this editor, as the Executive Secretary of
Congressman Andrews, was handed the duties
of keeping the communications warm be-
tween Washington and the Third Alabama
District.

As George Andrews gained experience on
the House Appropriations Committee, his
outlook and approach to governmental affairs
widened and he had a big hand in expanding
the military might of this nation.

Because he was a conservative, George
Andrews was never given the credit he de-
serves for spurring economic assistance to
poverty nations along with his voting to put
muscle into the Naval, Army and Air arms
of Uncle Sam's military.

George Andrews’ Congressional service
played every key in the scale. At his funeral
in the First Baptist Church of Union Springs
the chaplain of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, Dr. E. G. Latch, stood before a
filled sanctuary, with the crowd overflowing
out of the downstairs fellowship hall and into
the street, and stated: “"This was a good man,
a good man.”

That is the gospel truth. We base our
opinion on four years spent at the right hand
of Congressman George Andrews.

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator from
Alabama yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I came
into the Chamber during the remarks of
the Senator from Alabama. I commend
the Senator from Alabama very highly
for his fine words and his eloquence con-
cerning our departed friend, George An-
drews.

I did not know that the Senator was
going to speak at this time or I would
have had some prepared remarks of my
own. However, let me say that I could not
have been more shocked or grieved at the
loss of a colleague than I was when I
heard of the passing of Representative
Andrews.

I was his neighbor. In Alabama and
Mississippi we lived in adjoining States.
We were neighbors here in the Northwest
part of the city of Washington. I loved
the man. He came to me last fall to in-
vite me to his State. He was so friendly
that he almost made me go. However,
there was a pending bill that several Sen-
ators had promised to get ready for con-
sideration, and I was interested in the
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matter; but when I was told that George
Andrews was ill, I readily agreed that the
matter go over.

I again commend the Senator from
Alabama for his forcefully directing the
attention of the Senate and those who
knew him, and also his constituents, to
the passing of Representative Andrews.
He represented a tradition in the House
that was of the very best and highest pre-
rogatives and aspects. Moreover, he rep-
resented the people who elected him to
that office 14 consecutive times and rep-
resented them according to the finest
principles of our system. May God rest
his soul.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Mississippi. I know that
George Andrews loved and admired and
respected the Senator from Mississippi.
We have always followed his leadership.

I appreciate, and I know that the fam-
ily of George Andrews will deeply appre-
ciate, the kind remarks made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS) .

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN-
ING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business until 12:30
with each Senator limited to 3 minutes.
Is there morning business?

THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as a long-
time advocate of the food stamp program,
which virtually had its genesis in Ver-
mont where I could observe its operations
just prior to World War II and judge its
potential for the future, it goes without
saying that I have found efforts to use
this worthwhile and needed program for
personal purposes abhorrent—to say the
least.

For 20 years after coming to this Sen-
ate, I, with certain of my colleagues, tried
futilely to get this program reestab-
lished.

It remained for Congresswoman
Leonor SULLIVAN to get the program ap-
proved by the House in 1964.

It was sent to the Senate where we had
little difficulty in securing its passage.

Even before its enactment, Secretary
of Agriculture Orville Freeman had set
up the machinery for putting the food
stamp program into effect again—for the
purpose of helping poor people to have
proper and adequate nourishment.

The procedure set in motion in 1965
got underway modestly and continued its
cautious progress until the election year
of 1968.

In fiscal 1968 the amount provided by
Congress for food stamps was only $185
million.

This was increased to $280 million for
fiscal 1969.

After the administration changed
hands, however, there was a radical
change in the attitude of Congress to-
ward food stamps.

Proposals were made to permit the use
of these stamps for purposes which had
very little relation to the dietary process.

The upshot of all this commotion was
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that for fiscal 1972 Congress appro-
priated nearly $2.3 billion for the pro-
gram, an increase of over 700 percent in
a 4-year period.

Of course the inevitable happened.

With insufficient experienced person-
nel, the program got messy.

Abuses became widespread.

Some undeserving persons got the
benefits while some needy persons were
overlooked completely.

In an effort to curb abuses, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture last year
wrote new regulations but these new
rules were so complicated that to comply
with them some areas would have in-
curred losses rather than benefits.

The uproar increased in volume and
most every candidate for office from dog
catcher to President found himself con-
cerned with the diets of the poor.

A lot of voters became concerned, too.

Several States, including my own State
of Vermont, found that the new regula-
tions would create hardships on the State
itself and felt that it might be more ad-
vantageous to give up the program.

Under such circumstances, Federal of-
ficials realized that some revised action
should be taken.

Apparently, the new Secretary of Agri-
culture, Earl Butz, was given a free hand
to bring order out of near chaos.

He lost no time and on January 16 re-
leased a substitute for the objectionable
regulations.

Under the new order there will be no
reduction in the number of persons pres-
ently eligible for food stamps and no
reduction in benefits.

Neither will there be any reduction in
cost to Government.

In fact, there may be a substantial in-
crease.

There will undoubtedly be some cheat-
ing but this will not distinguish the food
stamp program from programs which are
participated in by some that are not
always needy.

It will be difficult to administer the
expanded program and supervision may
not always be of the highest order.

But in this case the Secretary had to
choose between the possibility of waste
and mismanagement and depriving a
percentage of poor and deserving peo-
ple of their just benefits.

Under our court system, it is deemed
better to permit a guilty party to escape
than to convict an innocent person for a
crime he did not commit.

I believe that this principle should
also apply to participants in the food
stamp program.

Secretary Butz is to be commended for
his prompt action and for meeting the
issue head on.

Now that the Secretary has taken posi-
tive action, I feel that it is the duty of all
of us to see that it is made to work
fairly, adequately, and honestly.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had to a concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 499) providing for a joint
session to receive the President of the
United States on January 20, 1972, in
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which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the following res-
olutions:

H. Res. 758. Resolution relating to the ap-
pointment of a committee to join with a
committee on the part of the Senate to no-
tify the President of the United States that
a quorum of each House has assembled and
Congress s ready to receive any communica-
tion that he may be pleased to make;

H. Res. 759, Resolution informing the Sen-
ate that a quorum of the House is present
and that the House Is ready to proceed with
business; and

H. Res. 766. Resolution communicating to
the Senate the intelligence of the death of
Hon. George W. Andrews, late a Representa-
tive from the State of Alabama.

The message further announced that
the House had passed a bill (H.R. 8787)
to provide that the unincorporated terri-
tories of Guam and the Virgin Islands
shall each be represented in Congress by
a delegate to the House of Representa-
tives, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate,

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 8787) to provide that
the unincorporated territories of Guam
and the Virgin Islands shall each be rep-
resented in Congress by a delegate to the
House of Representatives, was read twice
by its title and referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE

GEORGE W. ANDREWS OF ALA-
BAMA

Mr. ALLEN. Mr, President, I ask the
Chair to lay before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives on
House Resolution 766.

The President pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a resolution (H. Res. 766)
which was read as follows:

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of the Hon-
orable George W. Andrews, a Representative
from the State of Alabama.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit
a copy thereof to the family of the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
the House do now adjourn.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, on behalf
of my distinguished senior colleague (Mr.
SpargMAN) and myself, I submit a reso-
lution and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution offered by the Senator from
Alabama will be read.

The resolution (8. Res. 225) was read,
considered, and unanimously agreed to,
as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow the announcement of the
death of Hon., George W. Andrews, late a
Representative from the State of Alabama.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Repre-
sentatives and transmit a copy thereof to
the family of the deceased.

Resolved, That when the Senate adjourns
today, it adjourn as a further mark of re-
spect to the memory of the deceased Repre-
sentative.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

THE WEST COAST DOCK STRIKE

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the
west coast dock strike has started again.
For about 15 weeks the Pacific coast
docks were in operation because of the
80-day injunction under the Taft-
Hartley Act. The injunction has now
expired and there is no law on the books
that can in any way guarantee maritime
transportation to the farmers, business-
men, and consumers of the Pacific coast.

For almost 2 years the administration
has had before the Senate a bill which
would guarantee continuity of services in
the transportation industry. The Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare of
the Senate has had 8 days of hearings.
Nothing further has been done. I fear
there is a general feeling in the commit-
tee that nothing should be done other
than create a 2-year study commission
to study the problem.

This problem does not require any
more study. In the 3 years since I have
been in the Senate we have been faced
with five emergency transportation
crises: four in the railroad industry and
one in the longshore industry. We may
soon be faced with a resumption of the
longshore strike on the east coast after
the 80-day injunction under the Taft-
Hartley Act expires. The same is true
with respect to the guif coast.

I, therefore, have written a letter to
the chairman of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare asking that
the committee be called into session and
kept in continuous session until some
type of emergency legislation is reported
to guarantee transportation services to
the people of this country.

Mr. President, the public can no longer
tolerate the strangulation of our econ-
omy by a few small but powerful inter-
ests, who have the ability to bring our
economy to its knees. The public has a
right to make a normal living and to
collect a normal wage, without arbitrary
interruptions by a variety of transporta-
tion strikes.

Secretary Butz yesterday spoke dra-
matically of the effect that the west coast
dock strike will have on farmers in the
West and Midwest. It borders on the
ruinous. If there are strikes on the east
coast and the gulf coast, we will see an
economic decline in this country at a
time when we desperately are trying to
stimulate the economy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
speech given by Secretary Butz relating
to the dock strike.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Burz CALLS FOR IMMEDIATE PASSAGE OF

Dock STRIKE LEGISLATION

WasHINGTON, January 17.—"The resump-
tion of the dock strike on the West Coast iz a
sad day for American farmers, It will further
depress farm prices and cause a deterioration
in the farm export markets that are so vital
to the welfare of the Nation's agriculture,”
Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz sald to-
day.

“The resumption of the 100-day strike on
the West Coast points up the failure of the
leadership of the present Congress to provide
the Administration with the means to deal
effectively with the dock strike and other
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transportation emergencies,” Secretary Butz
sald.

“Farmers have already lost hundreds of
millions of dollars since the dock strike
started last July 1. During this time, Con-
gress fiddled and stalled and wrung its hands
over distressed grain prices, but did nothing
about providing a solution to the strikes that
were depressing farm prices and shrinking
farm income,"” the Secretary said.

“If the leaders in Congress really want to
do something for farmers, they will stand up
in Congress tomorrow and demand that the
Administration's legislation be passed im-
mediately,” Secretary Butz sald.

“Farmers realize that they are going to
suffer a dismal reduction in farm exports this
fiscal year and that Congress has failed to
provide a sensible solution for the Adminis-
tration to use to deal with prolonged dock
strikes,” Secretary Butz sald.

“Even worse than the present loss of in-
come to farmers is the fact that purchasers of
U.S. farm products have told our Govern-
ment representatives that they are turning
to other countries for future supplies because
of the undependability of our delivery sys-
tem,” Secretary Butz added.

“This should be ample evidence that this
Nation needs a better, more sensible system
for dealing with strikes that so vitally affect
the well-being of so many of the Nation's
citizens,"” Secretary Butz said.

Secretary Butz sald:

“It has been nearly two years since Presi~
dent Nixon proposed to Congress a realistic
solution to emergency disputes in transpor-
tation. Since the dock strikes started last
July 1 on the West Coast, and on October 1
at East Coast and Gulf ports, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has diligently kept the
Congress informed of the serlous damage
being done to farmers. The Department of
Agriculture has testified before Congress on
the Administration’s bill. I have repeatedly
called on Congressional leaders to act, as
did my predecessor, Secretary Hardin. On
December 15, President Nixon publicly re-
quested Congress to consider the seriousness
of the absence of statutory means to deal
with further transportation emergencles. So
far, all we have recelved is a deaf ear from
the Congress.

*1 implore the union leaders to bring this
strike to an immediate solution, and for
Congress to provide a sensible and realistic
plan to deal with this and future disrup-
tions in transportation.”

The farm production from one harvested
acre in four moves into export, meaning that
the output from more than 70 million U.S.
farm acres moves overseas each year. In the
year ended last June 30, the value of farm
exports reached an all-time high of 878
billion. Trade experts generally agree that
farm export values will show a substantial
drop from that level during the current fis-
cal year that ends next June 30.

Department of Agriculture authorities
have estimated that the dock tie-up during
the heart of the 1971 farm harvest cut 10
cents per bushel from the price of corn and
perhaps as much as 25 cents per bushel
from soybean prices. Secretary Butz has said
recently that the dock strikes will cost
farmers a billion dollars in income.

During the months of October and No-
vember 1970, the East Coast and Gulf ports
moved $917 milllon worth of agricultural
exports. In the same months in 1971, these
ports moved only $400 million of agricul-
tural exports. When the strike hit last Oc-
tober 1, more than 1,000 barges and 1,400
rail cars were brought to a standstill on the
approaches to Gulf ports. Farm prices were
depressed almost immediately.

The 100-day strike by West Coast dock
workers which began July 1 reduced agri-
cultural exports from the West Coast by
$215 million during July-September com-
pared with a year earlier. Major losses were
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in wheat and perishable fruits and vege-
tables.

Only $6 million of tobacco were exported
from the East and Gulf Coasts in October
and November 1971, compared with $136
million during the same months a year
earlier,

The Emergency Public Interest Protection
Act that deals with transportation strikes
has been before Congressional committees
for nearly two years. It provides for meas-
ures to deal with transportation strikes after
the expiration of the B0-day cooling off
period provided in the Taft-Hartley Act.
President Nixon invoked the Taft-Hartley
Act on the West Coast last October 4; and
applied it to the East and Gulf port strikes
on November 27.

The B0-day cooling off period on the West
Coast expired on December 24th and the
unions agreed to continue working tem-
porarily until today, January 17. The 80-
day cooling off period for the East Coast and
Qulf port strlkes expires on February 14.

The Emergency Public Interest Protection
Act authorizes the President to extend the
cooling off period beyond B0 days; it au-
thorizes the President to set up a special
board to study the potential damage of a
continued strike; and it provides for both
parties to submit final offers to a panel that
would select one of the offers as binding.

In a 1968-69 dock strike that was ex-
tremely costly to farm exports, the strike
started on September 30, 1968. The Taft-
Hartley Act was invoked by President John-
son on October 3, and the strike resumed
on December 20 after the cooling off period
had expired. It was April 13, 1969 before the
strike was settled at all ports. The value of
farm exports dropped drastically, and by
the end of the fiscal year were $430 million
behind the farm export value of the previous
year.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, yes-
terday the New York Times published an
editorial entitled “Always Trouble on the
Docks,” I ask unanimous consent that
the editorial may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ALways TROUBLE oN THE DoCKSs

The renewal yesterday of last year’s hun-
dred-day longshore strike In Pacific Coast
ports reflects a triple breakdown—in the
processes of collective bargaining, in the ef-
fectiveness of the natlon's statutory safe-

against strike emergencies and in
the credibility of Federal wage controls.

It is a bizarre abuse of union power that
& single, rather rarefied Issue affecting the
mechanics of employer payments into a
wage guarantee fund could result in an order
to cut off deep-sea commerce in the West, It
is doubly strange that such a hang-up
should develop after employers and union
had on wage Increases and other
benefits extravagantly in excess of the Pay
Board's loosely monitored guldeposts.

Unfortunately, it is not surprising at all
that the eighty-day injunction provisions of
the Taft-Hartley Act have proved no ade-
quate defense against a resumption of the
strike, The feebleness of that protection has
been proved over and over agaln in the last
quarter-century in tie-ups of Atlantic and
Gulf ports.

Now the Administration must rush to
Capitol Hill with hastily improvised back-
to-work legislation of the kind it has re-
peatedly had to devise in the railroads. But
any formula the White House proposes for
final settlement of the West Coast dispute
opens up a Pandora's box of new woes in
this shaky stage of wage stabilization.

If compulsory arbitration is decreed, the
umpire designated by President Nixon al-
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most surely would limit his ruling to the
one unresolved issue and certify the rest of

the package as independently agreed to by
the parties, in effect, that would put a gov-
ernmental imprimatur on wage raises of 32.2
per cent in a contract with less than eighteen
months to run. Such a pact would represent
a green light for Federal approval of the
tentative accord reached ten days ago on
the East Coast for increases of 41 per cent
over three years; it would shatter respect
for the 5.5 per cent annual standard set by
the Pay Board.

For Congress to act on its own to legis-
late a settlement embodying the basic terms
of the West Coast wage understanding would
be even more destructive of the stabilization
effort. What is required is a formula for
limited ship operation that would meet na-
tional needs without stripping the wage reg-
ulators of the authority that unions in-
sisted they be given to determine what pay
increases are *“unreasonably inconsistent'
with their anti-inflation mandate.

Strikes and strike threats by overstrong
unions cannot become the make-or-break
element in a program essential to America's
economic welfare.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the
New York Times editorial calls upon
Congress to alleviate the perpetual threat
that hangs over this country because of
the possibility of transportation strikes.
Congress can no longer ignore its re-
sponsibility. We can not go along every
6 months meeting this problem crisis by
crisis and passing ad hoc legislation. We
must pass permanent legislation that
allows unions and management, as well
as the general public who depend upon
our transportation system, to know what
they can expect. I hope Congress will
now be willing to face its responsibility
and pass meaningful legislation to guar-
antee to all the people of this country
continuity of transportation services.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maryland is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. MatH1As when he
introduced $.3037 are printed in the
ReEecorp under Statements on Introduced
Bills and Joint Resolutions.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
further morning business?

BLACK LUNG

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on January 6, I had the privilege of
testifyving at a Senate Subcommittee on
Labor hearing chaired by my colleague,
Senator RanpoLpH and conducted in my
hometown of Beckley, W. Va. The hear-
ing received testimony on how improve-
ments could be made in title IV of the
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act—on how the Federal Government
could improve its benefits program for
miners suffering from the dread disease
of pneumoconiosis.

I ask unanimous consent that my re-
marks made before that hearing be
printed in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRD oF WEeST

VIRGINIA

Mr. Chairman, it s particularly appropri-
ate that you have chosen this locale In the
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heart of the mining section of West Virginia,
for a Congressional hearing to develop the
case for improvement of the Black Lung
Benefits Program (Title IV of the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act). Many of
the people most directly affected by that pro-
gram reside here.

The aforementioned Act, adopted by the
Congress in 1969, holds great promise for
the eventual elimination of the coal dust
in our underground mines, which constitutes
one of the greatest hazards to the coal miner,
However, the law’'s full effects will not be
felt for many years. In the meantime, we
have the Black Lung Benefits Program to as-
sist those disabled miners who will not bene-
fit from the improved safety conditions—a
program which you and I, Mr. Chairman,
cooperated in including in the overall Act
in an effort to compensate those miners dis-
abled by pneumoconiosls for the physical
suffering and loss of earning power and also
to benefit the widows of men so affected.

We have now observed the Black Lung pro-
gram in operation for two years. As a result,
we have seen dramatic benefits to a large
segment of coal miners and their families,
This program has restored or increased finan-
cial independence and personal dignity for
over 260,000 workers and dependents, assur-
ing them of greater capability to cope with
their living needs and their extraordinary
medical requirements., These workers had
gone uncompensated under State programs
under which workers with other occupational
disorders had been awarded benefits.

However, the life of the Federal program, as
provided by the Health and Safety Act, is
about to expire., The Act presently diverts
administrative responsibility for continua-
tion of the program from the Social Securlty
Administration of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to the Department of
Labor in 1873, with claims to be processed
through workmen's compensation agencies in
the States. Those valld claims not compensa-
ble under State workmen's compensation
laws would qualify for Federal payments
from the Secretary of Labor, with the mine
operators being liable to the United States in
civil court proceedings for the amounts in-
volved. Furthermore, we now are aware of
many shortcomings and inequities of the
program as it has developed. It is time now
for the Congress to act to extend and re-
finance the program and to Improve it so
that it will, indeed, benefit all those disabled
miners and families for whom its benefits
were intended.

S. 2675, the bill which you have intro-
duced, Mr. Chairman—and which I am
pleased to have co-sponsored with you—
should meet these needs,

First of all, we need to extend the life of
this Federal program, the States in many
cases not yet having established adequate
programs to compensate workers for this
irreversible disease.

Secondly, we must act to extend benefits
to eligible children or orphans of miners
disabled by black lung. It was an unfortu-
nate oversight that the original Act failed
to provide for such children.

We must also clearly establish that the
black lung benefits program is not to be con-
sidered a form of workmen's compensation,
which, under the administration of the so-
clal security system, has resulted in the ap-
plication of the offset provision normally
applied to social security disability benefits
where the beneficiary is eligible for the two
types of compensation. For a disabled worker
to be expected to survive, support his fam-
ily, and provide for the extraordinary medical
needs occasioned by his illness on 80 per
cent of his former average wage—Iis the
height of injustice. I hope eventually to see
the social security law also changed in this
respect.

Finally, and of great import, the use of
X-rays must not be the sole determinant
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of the presence of pneumoconiosis to a com-
pensable degree. Experience has shown the
X-ray to be unreliable and inadequate, al-
beit useful, in establishing the presence and
degree of pneumoconiosis. The British, who
are far ahead of us in the recognition and
the compensation of this disease, might be
cited on this point. For example, The Annual
Report, 1967-68, Medical Service and Medical
Research, National Coal Board, Great Brit-
ain, stated, in part (quote): *. .. it was ...
rapidly apparent that the X-ray film was
not, by itself, a reasonable measure of dis-
ability . . .”" Moreover, the British Govern-
ment Publication, “Pneumoconiosis and
Allled Occupational Chest Disease,” Ministry
of Bocial Security, London, England, stated
(quote) :

“The disease (pneumoconiosis) is difficult
to diagnose, especially in the early stages,
and accurate dlagnosis depends on three
essentials—a high quality full-size radio-
graph of the chest, a full clinical examina-
tion (including lung function tests) and
complete industrial history."”

Mr. Chairman, we must act to extend de-
served benefits to the many thousands of
black lung cripples who have been arbitrarily
and unjustly denied—whether by terms of
the law or by the administrative approach—
the compensation intended by the Congress
for those who have been dealt a death blow
(slow in action though it may be) by the
occupation in which they have been en-
gaged. My correspondence files will attest, as
I am sure yours will, to the fact that many
thousands in our own State have been
shocked and cruelly disappointed to be ad-
vised that they may not participate in this
beneficial program—despite the indisputable
record of ten, twenty, thirty, or more years,
spent below the surface of the ground, in
extremely hazardous work, subject to rock
falls, runaway cars, timber collapse, poison
gas, bone-penetrating moisture and cold, and
always the coal dust—the layers of black
removable from skin and hair, but perma-
nently coating vital lungs and leading to
their break-down, to sleepless nights spent
in racking coughs and near suffocation, fol-
lowed by the natural deterioration of the
rest of the body. These men, or their fam-
fly members in their behalf, write letters to
you and to me, as thelr Senators, stating
that they are totally unacceptable for fur-
ther employment in the mines, but are not
deemed eligible for the compensation in-
tended for them by the Congress.

We must remedy this. Some of our col-
leagues may feel that the coal miner must
meet the same disability criteria applied to
workers in other occupations, but, in all
Justice, I believe we must take recognition
of the uniquely severe conditions under
which the coal miner has labored and of the
fact that, once incapacitated for this work
at mid-point or near the end of his working
life, he 1s not retrainable as are individuals
who have worked in other oeccupatlons. He,
usually, is not educated for work requiring
sophisticated mental skills; he will not be
up to any job requiring even ordinary physi-
cal exertion. Furthermore, in the reglon of
the coal mines, there are few, If any, other
jobs in which he might be employed. We
cannot expect a man so spent in body and
spirit to pull up stakes and relocate. The
present economy and unarguable employ-
ment policies have doomed him to stagna-
tion and a stake of marking time until
death.

So, In simple compassion and justice, I
believe that we must come to the provisions
included In S. 2675. This bill would ex-
tend the benefits to those disabled, not sole-
ly by pneumonoconiosis, but by “pneumo-
noconiosis, or other respiratory or pulmonary
impairments.” Further, 1t would modify the
definition of total disability so that “a minor
shall be considered totally disabled when
any respiratory or pulmonary impalrment or
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impairments resulting from his employment
in a mine or mines prevents him from en-
gaging in gainful employment requiring the
skills and abilities comparable to those of
any employment in a mine or mines in which
he previously engaged with some regularity
and over a substantial period of time.”

Let us stop quibbling with dying men
as to whether their lungs are riddled with
black lung or whether they are affected with
miners' asthma, or silicosis, or chronic
bronchitis. And let us stop telllng a man
whose lungs have failed him—or predictably
will do so—that he can qualify for a job
operating some non-existent elevator or sell-
ing some produce in a highly competitive
market. It is my hope that the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee will recognize the
merit and justice of this bill and recom-
mend it to the Senate. Americans are a com-
passionate people, and I believe that the Con-
gress should so represent them in dealing
compassionately with this small group, as-
suring these disabled miners and their fam-
ilies of more certain assistance in their
unique suffering and deprivation.

Mr. Chairman, if the new provisions pro-
posed in 8. 2675 can be enacted and if the
administration of the program can be im-
proved, based on experience with it to date,
I hope that the result will be that no eligi-
ble miner and no eligible dependent will be
denied his or her just benefits under the
law.

As to the cost of the program, it will
certainly rise with the improvements be-
ing considered, and it must be admitted that
the program has proved more costly than
was originally anticipated—because the true
number of individuals disabled or killed by
pneumoconiosis was not known at the time
the legislation was enacted. However, it
should be borne in mind that this program,
unlike other Federal programs, is not ex-
pected to perpetuate itself and proliferate
into the usual ever-expanding bureaucratic
program, The cost, once having reached its
peak when all presently eligible individuals
have been brought into the program, can
be expected to diminish. Improved dust con-
ditions in the mines—called for in the basic
Act—should, in time, eliminate pneumonoco-
niosls as a killer and crippler of men. In
due time, therefore, the financial burden
will lessen. I do not recommend that the
States be pushed too fast to assume the cost
burden, but I do feel that the States should
be encouraged to gradually assume the bur-
den, s0 as to gradually relleve the Federal
government—which presently carries the to-
tal costs. Perhaps some program for grad-
ual assumption by the States of the pro-
gram could be written into the law.

In the same veln, Mr. Chairman, I want
to emphasize what you already know—that
the fight against crippling miners’ diseases
began a long time ago. In 1962, I added
£100,000 to the HEW Appropriation Bill to
establish a pneumoconiosis research, study,
and rehabilitation project right here in Beck-
ley; and the following year I amended the
Public Health Service Appropriation Bill,
adding $400,000 for expansion and accelera-
tlon of the research program on chronic
chest diseases among coal miners,

Just this past November, I was honored to
dedicate the new Appalachian Center for
Occupational Safety and Health at Morgan-
town. The dedication of this 86 million lab-
oratory climaxed six years of work, which
began in 1964 when I restored $1 million in
planning funds to the HEW Appropriation
Blll, The following year, I added $£266,000 to
the Public Health Service appropriations for
continuing research into miners’ pulmonary
diseases—vital work which 1is being con-
ducted at the Morgantown facility, along
with the testing and certification of mine
health and safety equipment.

The Morgantown facility is of tremendous
importance in the overall battle against un-
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safe and unhealthy conditions in our mines—
and equally important in this struggle is the
Mine Health and Safety Academy, a $13.5
million facility which, as a member of the
Appropriations Committee, I was able to
have properly funded and which T was sble
to have located here in Berkley. The Acad-
emy serves as an education and tralning
center to expand and upgrade the health and
safety expertise of mine management and
mine workers, as well as that of Federal and
State agencies responsible for health and
safety.

I say all this in closing, Mr. Chairman, for
two reasons: to show that the battle for im-
proved mine health and safety must be
fought on many fronts, and to underscore
my intensely personal interest in this com-
passionate legislation which you and your
subcommittee are shaping.

I suppose that I am the only one of 100
senators who grew up in the home of a coal
miner. I do not know that to be a fact, but
I believe it is a fact. I grew up in the coal
mi areas of southern West Virginia—
Raleigh County, Mercer County, and Mc-
Dowell County—and my foster father was a
coal miner, back in the days of the pick and
shovel, and so I lived with coal miners in
my home where my foster mother kept
boarders.

At one time, she cooked for as many as
twenty-eight boarders, who were all coal
miners, and I have seen them have to get up
in the dead of the night, and burn and in-
hale a powder, because of severe asthma
brought on by working in the mines,

I have helped to carry coal miners to their
graves on the rugged West Virginia hillsides.
I have stood in the homes of weeping widows
of coal miners, and I have seen the tears of
their children,

I stood, when a boy, at the entry of a coal
mine after an explosion, in which fathers of
my school classmates were killed. No Mr.
Chairman, the coal miners of West Virginia
do not have to spend their money for post-
age to write to me asking for support for
legislation to benefit them, because they
know they have my support in the fight
against black lung. My early life was a part
of their lives, and I shall not forget them
now.

I want to compliment this Committee, and
to commend you, Mr, Chairman, for the good
work you have done. I have had the honor
of appearing before your committee in the
Nation's Capital to testify on behalf of this
legislation, and I am glad to present this
statement to you here in my home county
today.

Whatever we do in the legislative halls of
Congress will, in my judgment, not to be too
much; if anything, it may be too little for
the disabled miners and their families.

QUORUM CAILL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER TO PROCEED TO UNFIN-
ISHED BUSINESS AT CONCLUSION
OF MORNING BUSINESS

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
morning business is concluded today, the
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Chair lay before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, S. 2515.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO
HOUSES TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the Chair lay before the
Senate a message from the House of Rep-
resentatives on House Concurrent Reso-
lution 499.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate a message
from the House on Concurrent Resolu-
tion 499, which will be read.

The legislative clerk read the concur-
rent resolution (H, Con. Res. 499) as fol-

lows:
H. Con. REs. 499

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the two
Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of
the House of Representatives on Thursday,
January 20, 1972, at 12:30 pam., for the pur-
pose of recelving such communications as
the President of the United States shall be
pleased to make to them.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was considered and
agreed to.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AIME J. FORAND

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, it is my
sad province to announce the sudden
passing of a distinguished American, the
former Congressman from Rhode Island,
the Honorable Aime J, Forand.

He died suddenly last night at his re-
tirement residence in Boca Raton, Fla.,
and my sympathy—as does the sympathy
of all America—goes to his beloved wife,
Gertrude.

Aime Forand was my lifetime friend
and—in office—an able legislator, skilled
parliamentarian, fabulous for his faith-
ful attendance.

He will be immortalized as “The
Father of Medicare”—the persistent ad-
vocate of the Forand bill that established
Federal social responsibility toward our
senior citizens.

The life story of Aime Forand—the
overcoming of handicaps—the awaken-
ing to public service and its dedication
to the well-being of his fellow Americans,
can be an inspiration to all youth. Amer-
ica still offers opportunity if youth has
the will to find the way.

Because I believe that the biography
of this good and great man should be
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part of the current history of the Con-
gress and be perpetuated to exert its
influenice on the future, I ask unanimous
consent that the obituary of Aime J.
Forand from the pages of the Providence
Journal be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the obituary
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Providence Journal, Jan. 19, 1972]

AIME J. FORAND DIES: Ex-RHODE ISLAND
CONGRESSMAN

Aime J. Forand, often called the father of
medicare because of his advocacy of medical
care for the elderly while representing Rhode
Island for 22 years in Congress, died last
night at the age of T6.

He suffered a heart attack while having
dinner with his wife at their Boca Raton,
Fla., home and was pronounced dead at 8:45
p.m. in Boca Raton Hospital. He had lived in
Florida for several years.

Mr. Forand chose not to run for reelection
in 1960, and it was five years after he left
Capitol Hill before the idea he had espoused
for years became law.

When President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1965
signed the law alding the elderly in their
medical payments, Mr. Forand was present.
He had first introduced the bill in 1957.

Remembering his unstinting work on be-
half of the elderly, several Rhode Island com-
munities in recent years have thought of Mr.
Forand when it came time to dedicate hous-
ing for the elderly, and have named the
buildings in his honor.

His health, however, never permitted him
to journey back to Rhode Island for these
celebrations.

Mr. Forand achieved political success by
dint of his own perseverance. He went to
work in a Blackstone Valley mill at the age
of 14 to help support a meager family budget.
His father, who had gone blind, and his
mother were the parents of 16 children.

The future congressman quit Cumberland
schools after the seventh grade, but his thirst
for an education never abated. He attended
Magnus Commercial School at night, took
Columbia University corerspondence courses
and read prodiglously.

He had been a plck and shovel laborer, a
dump truck driver, a radio repairman, a pri-
vate chauffeur, a grocery clerk, a lubricating
oil salesman, a newspaperman, and secre-
tary to two congressmen.

Mr. Forand also served an apprenticeship
in politics as a two-term Democratic state
representative from Central Falls.

His sponsorship of what became widely
known as the controversial Forand bill, he
once recalled, stemmed from his years in the
General Assembly. There the late Barney Mc-
Elroy, a Democratic colleague from Fox
Point, annually introduced an old age pen-
sion bill backed by the Fraternal Order of
Eagles.

Although his education was limited, pre-
cluding his attempted admission to law
school in Washington, Mr. Forand in 1951
was the recipient of the honorary degree of
doctor of laws conferred by Providence Col-
lege.

The accompanying citation hailed him as
a “consistently able and upright public serv-
ant” who had a “broad concept of social
responsibility and citizenship” and an *“un-
flagging devotion to democratic processes.”

For 18 years Mr. Forand was a member of
the powerful House ways and means com-
mittee on which he ranked No. 2 at the time
of his retirement.

In the 1960 presidential campaign, he
headed the Senior-Citizens for Kennedy
Committee and after leaving Congress be-
came chairman of the National Council of
Senior Citizens, an organization devoted pri-
marily to promoting enactment of a program

.
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of medical care for the aged under Social
Security as later embodied in the King-
Anderson bill. He also was named to a 25-
man advisory committee on housing for
senior citizens.

Mr. Forand once told an interviewer that
he could have “made a gold mine” had he
chosen to speak before scores of organiza-
tions in support of his plan.

“But I declined them all because I didn't
want anyone to accuse me of making a rack-
et of it and I think too much of the plan on
its merits to risk that,” he said.

The former congressman was short in
helght—b5 feet 533 inches—and inclined to
stockiness. He once weighed 214 pounds, but
shortly before his retirement had reduced to
174. A man of pleasant appearance, he wore
glasses, dressed conservatively.

Mr. Forand did not engage in the Wash-
ington soclal whirl.

“I duck everything” he explained on one
occasion. “I'd rather go home and do my
work than go to a function anytime. In the
summer I like to putter around my vegetable
garden."

Mr. Forand was born in Fall River on May
23, 1895, a son of the late Francls X. and
Meliuce (Ruest) Forand. His parents moved
to Cumberland while he was a small child.

During World War I he served in France
for 12 months with the American Expedi-
tionary Force as a member of the Motor
Transport Corps. As a legislator, he after-
wards championed many veterans causes, in-
cluding the establishment of a veterans hos-
pital in Rhode Island.

After the war he worked at sales jobs, be-
came a court reporter and in 1922 ran and
was elected as a Democratic candidate for
representative from the Second Central Falls
district. He was persuaded to run for the
legislature by the late Joseph Cadoret, mayor
of Central Falls and father-in-law of J.
Howard McGrath. At the time Mr. Forand
sald he wasn't even sure who the governor
of the state was.

He served until 1927 and then in 1929 be-
came secretary to Congressman Jeremiah E.
O'Connell, later presiding Justice of the
Superior Court. In 1930 when Mr. O'Connell
was appointed to the court Mr, Forand went
to work for his successor, Congressman
Francis B. Condon, later chief justice of the
Rhode Island Supreme Court. Mr. Condon
was elected to the bench in 1935 and Mr.
Forand found himself without a patron but
by then the Washington bug had bitten him.

“It began to look as though I would have
to go to Washington as a congressman myself
in order to stay there,” he said.

WINS ELECTION

Charles F. Risk, a Republican, was elected
in the first district to succeed Mr. Condon
and Mr. Forand landed a state job as chief
of the division of soldiers’ relief and com-
mandant of the R.I. Soldiers’ Home at Bris-
tol. He remained in it until 1936 when he ran
for Congress himself and defeated Mr. Risk.

Two years later, when Republicans swept
the state, Mr, Forand was defeated by Mr.
Risk but came back in 1940 to turn the tables.
In the interim he had been supervisor In
Rhode Island for the federal census in Dis-
trict Two.

From then on, Mr. Forand was reelected
every two years by healthy pluralities. Being
of French extraction, he always polled a
strong vote throughout the Blackstone
Valley.

In January, 1943, he gained a covered seat
on the ways and means committee and the
same year was appointed by Speaker Sam
Rayburn to the Board of Visitors of the U.S.
Coast Guard Academy. In 1948 he served as
board chairman.

As a member of the ways and means com-
mittee, he became chairman of the subcom-
mittee on unemployment insurance and later
was chairman of the subcommittee on tech-
nical and administrative problems of excise
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taxes. In the latter capacity he presided over
lengthy hearings that culminated in massive
revision of the entire excise tax structure. A
925-page bill emerged that the House passed
without a rolleall and “the Senate didn't
even dot an I, Mr. Forand recalled.

PARLIAMENTARIAN

Mr. Forand speclalized in fax legislation
and also in parliamentary procedure. He
studied the precedents and rules of order for
the House and often was called upon to take
the chair in the absence of the speaker. He
was presented three gavels in appreciation of
his work in chairing debate in three major
pleces of legislation—the antilynching bill
in 1937, the 44-billion-dollar defense appro-
priation bill and the civil rights bill.

In addition to his sponsorship of the old
age benefits bill, Mr. Forand sponsored scores
of other measures, among them federal re-
insurance of precarious state unemployment
insurance funds. He was a major participant
in the successful battle for federal funds for
flood control in Woonsocket and for the Fox
Point hurricane dam.

Mr. Forand first introduced his old age
medical aid bill in 1957 and waged an unsuc-
cessful four-year fight for its enactment. The
measure had the strong support of organized
labor and other organizations, but aroused
bitter opposition of still others, chiefily the
American Medical Association and state med-
ical societies. It likewise was opposed by the
Eisenhower administration.

FALLS FAR SHORT

Finally when he voted for the Kerr-Mills
bill in 1960, Mr. Forand told the House it
“falls far short of what Congress should do."”
But the 1960 Democratic platform contained
a flat endorsement of the approach to medical
care originally advanced by him.

While a member of the House, Mr. Forand
also had served on the joint congressional
committee on atomic energy, was chairman
of the House Democratic caucus in 1047-48
and was a member of the Democratic steering
committee.

Mr, Forand’s decision not to seek another
term in Congress came suddenly in April,
1960, He had come to Providence to attend
a meeting of the Democratic state executive
committee and there urge the election of
Judge John P. Cooney, Jr. as Democratic
state chairman.

During his remarks to the committee, he
announced he would retire at the end of
the term he then was serving.

SURPRISED HIMSELF

*T have reached the point where I am ex-
hausted,” he sald. Later he said his an-
nouncement had surprised even himself since
he had not gone to the meeting with any
intention of making it.

As a congressman he was one of the most
conscientious. In 20 years of service in the
House, he sald, when running for reelection
in 1058, he had answered 3,489 roll calls and
had missed only 111.

During the Roosevelt administration, Mr.
Forand was an ardent New Dealer and an
equally loyal Fair Dealer during the Tru-
man administration.

He was 8 member of the American Leglon,
Veterans of Foreign Wars, the Elks, Eagles,
Knights of Columbus (Fourth degree), Club
Marquette, LeFoyer, Franco-American and
L'Union St. Jean Baptist d’Amerique. He was
a founder and treasurer of Club de la Jeun-
esse Franco-American of Central Falls and
an Incorporator of the Young Men's Demo-
cratic League. In 1927 and 1928 he was treas-
urer of the Central Falls Democratic City
Committee.

In retirement, Mr. Forand first lived In
Maryland, and then in Pompano Beach, Fla,,
for several years before buying a home over-
looking the Royal Palms Country Club in
Bocea Raton about four years ago.

At his home at 1600 Salle Pond Rd., he
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spent his time “just relaxing in the yard, en-
joying Florida, taking it easy and recelving
friends from Rhode Island and across the
country,” & neighbor sald last night.

Mr. Forand is survived by his wife, the
former Gerturude B. Bedard of Central Falls,
and several brothers and sisters.

PRICE TAG FOR FEDERAL SUBSI-
DIES EXCEEDS $63 BILLION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, dur-
ing the past few weeks the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, of which I have the
honor to be the chairman, has issued a
study on Federal subsidies and has held
3 days of hearings on that subject. These
were hearings on issues which have never
before been examined altogether and in
their totality. Up until now, no price tag
has even been placed on them. Even un-
der modest definitions our study indi-
cated that they cost a minimum of $63
billion a year.

The McClatchy newspapers in Cali-
fornia, namely, the Sacramento Bee, the
Fresno Bee, and the Modesto Bee, carried
an editorial on January 14 concerning
the study and the hearings.

Some subsidies are good. Many are bad.
Some achieve their purpose. Others do
not. Some do not achieve their stated
purposes as well as could be done by
other methods. In some cases it would
cost less for private enterprise to do the
job. In some cases highly productive
funds are removed from the private sec-
tor through taxation only to be spent on
projects which have a much lower return
on capital. That is what is known as
waste and inefficiency.

But the major question and problem
are that much of the subsidy payments
are made mindlessly through complex or
hidden methods for which no economic
analysis or justification is made. In most
cases we do not know what they are, how
they work, what they cost, or whether
they do the job or do it betier or worse
than other methods.

The time to focus attention on the way
we spend billions is long overdue.

The McClatchy editorial makes these
points and makes them clearly and suc-
cinctly.

I ask unanimous consent that their
excellent editorial be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

PricE Tac ForR Sussipies CoMEs HicH

The House of Representatives-U.S. Senate
Economic Committee has Issued a report
showing that various subsidies, both direct
and indirect, cost the nation’s taxpayers at
least 863 billion per year.

That huge sum is about one fourth of
total government spending and amounts to
more than $308 for every man, woman and
child in the country.

Outright cash subsidies amount to be-
tween $10 and #23 billlon, tax subsidies $38
billion, federally-subsidized loans between
$4 and 85 billlon and so-called benefit In
kind such as the postal systern and public
housing, $10 billion.

The subsidies cover a wide range,

There is one which goes to bee keepers
and milk producers whose products become
contaminated by poisons which have been
registered and approved by the government.

One becoming effective this year will go
to the owners of ponds on farms which are
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used to preserve and restore the nation’s
wetlands vital to waterfowl.

Another costing $95 million in tax revenue
gives a special tax advantage to a cltizen
whose income is made in foreign lands.

U.S. Sen. William Proxmire of Wisconsin,
chairman of the joint committee, summed
up the situation thus:

“This mammoth subsidy system repre-
sents a mindless means of spending tax-
payer’s money. There is virtually no analysia
of economic benefits and little analysis of
the cost of these programs. Neither Congress
nor the executive branch determines if al-
ternative programs can do a better job.”

Subsidies in general should not be con-
demned out of hand.

Some are essential for the welfare of the
citizen and the economic health of the
nation.

Others are of questionable value.

But too often the “good” subsidy is re-
garded as one which benefits yours truly
and a “bad” subsidy as one which benefits
the other fellow.

Congress should turn its attention to a
thorough study which would result in sep-
arating the wheat from the chaff.

ARE OIL IMPORT QUOTAS OF IM-
PORTANCE TO NATIONAL SE-
CURITY?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, oil
prices and phase II were the subject of
hearings last week in the Subcommittee
on Priorities and Economy in Govern-
ment of the Joint Economic Committee.

The hearings revealed a hodgepodge of
conflicting oil policies whose only com-
mon theme seems to be “what’s good for
big oil is good for the Nation.” We heard
evidence from academics, independent
segments of the oil industry, and the ma-
jor oil companies. A common theme un-
derlying most of the testimony was that
our oil policies are not working to en-
courage domestic exploration, to protect
our national security, or to encourage
competition. As a matter of fact, the tes-
timony we heard was just the opposite:
Our conflicting oil policies are encourag-
ing foreign rather than domestic explora-
tion, our economy is being weakened by
inflationary oil policies which are not
responsive to our national security needs,
and the independent segments of the oil
industry are being driven out of business
because the Government has failed to en-
force the antitrust laws and because most
of the Government's subsidies are going
to the major international oil companies
rather than the independent domestic
companies,

Rather than belabor the point I ask
unanimous consent that an article by
Morton Mintz which appeared in the
Washington Post on January 17, 1972,
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks. Mr. Mintz, as Sen-
ators know, is one of the most respected
reporters in Washington, and I think
catches the essence of the hearings.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ArRe WE SUBSIDIZING SUCCESS—OR ARE OIL
QUOTAS OF IMPORTANCE TO NATIONAL SECU-
RITY ?

(By Morton Mintz)

The federal government has a greater di-
rect impact on the prices of petroleum
products—before, during or after price con-
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trols—than on the prices charged by any
other industry.

Each of 50 million American families,
for example, pays an average of $100 per year
more for fuels because of the import quotas
that restrict inexpensive foreign oil.

In addition to this estimated $5 billion
annual cost of quotas, the Treasury grants
an estimated $4 billion a year in assorted
tax breaks.

Why we grant such subsidles is, clearly,
an important question; and now, in three
days of hearings, a Joint Economic subcom-
mittee has explored it.

Much of the testimony concerned the
quotas. By keeping out foreign oil, the
theory is, they stimulate domestic explora-
tlon. This assures that the supply of oil
needed by the civilian economy will contin-
ue without interruption. The national se-
curity is thereby protected, or so the argu-
ment goes. That is the key, because national
security is the only legal reason for the
quota system.

The major oil companies (through trade
associations they control), the Interior De-
partment and a pro-industry legislator all
strongly urged this line of reasoning.

In contrast, subcommittee chairman Wil-
liam Proxmire (D-Wis.) and independent
economists and lawyers generally saw the
great bulk of the benefits of a $9 billion an-
nual subsidy for success flowing only to the
major oil companies, which account for
seven of the 20 largest Industrial corpora-
tions.

An explanation indicated by evidence pro-
duced at the hearings—and, of course, re-
jected by advocates of federal intrusion in
oil marketing mechanism—was simply that
economic power was translating into politli-
cal power,

The Internal Revenue Service, to take one
item, determined, in the 1960s, that major
firms operating in the Persian Gulf had so
inflated their “posted" prices for foreign
crude as to run up a &1 billion tax deficiency;
the IRS settled for half of that—and has
never gotten around to investigating the
domestic “posted” prices. The IRS says lts
rules forbid disclosure of the identities of
the companies, the sums each owed and the
amounts they paid.

Attorney General John N. Mitchell, it de-
veloped, had shelved a request from his
Antitrust Division for the civil equivalent of
subpoenas for papers on the possible anti-
competitive consequences of the proposed
Trans-Alaska pipeline. A recommendation by
the division staff for divestiture by eight of
the nine huge firms that own Colonial Pipe-
line hasn't been acted on, though it was
made six years ago.

One witness, Rep. Silvio O. Conte (R-
Mass.), was asked to comment on the lag in
the Colonial case, which actually came under
investigation about nine years ago.

“The oil industry,” Conte told Proxmire,
“{s the most powerful lobby and the most
powerful unit we have in the United States.”

If that seems an overstatement, try to
imagine a more plausible explanation for the
anomalies that fairly gushed forth at the
hearing (and in earlier Capitol Hill inquirles,
as well), such as:

In 1058, the year before President Elsen-
hower set up the guota system with an
Executive Order, American oil companies
listed exploration expenses of $650 milllon
in this country and $255 million abroad. In
1969, after a dozen years of quotas, spend-
ing for domestic exploration had increased
$75 million (11.5 per cent), while it had gone
up $2556 million (63.8 per cent) in foreign
countries.

In the half-dozen years ended in 1970,
the cost of quotas to the public increased
by "at least 87.4 billilon—2.3 times as much
as the increase in the companies’ domestic
exploration expenditures, for gas as well as
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for oil. Obviously, as Proxmire pointed out,
a stralghtforward, honest subsidy for do-
mestic exploration would be a bargain.

By barring low-price imports, quotas have
worked to “Drain America First,” sald S.
David Freeman, who until September headed
the White House Energy Policy Staff. But,
now, he said, we face “a major shortage of
energy"” unless we end the quotas—which the
President can do with a stroke of the pen—
or induce further domestic production, That,
he said, would require price increases so
large that the cost of quotas could climb from
856 billlon to $10 billion a year. And this
“would be contrary to our long-term secu-
rity,” Freeman sald, because it would mean
“really draining America dry.” Besides, the
Phase II controls appear “to rule out the kind
of price increases the oil industry feels is
necessary.”

Without such price increases, one major
oil company has suggested, we will end up
by 1985 importing half of the nation’s crude
primarily from Arab nations. Ironically, Free-
man pointed out, large price increases and
heavy future reliance on Arab oll are “the
very dire consequences which industry rep-
resentatives suggested would take place if the
quotas were abolished.”

The nation is said to have an acute short-
age of natural gas. The most immediate way
to relieve it is either to use more oil, or to
convert oil into synthetic gas. But the im-
port guotas, supposedly protecting national
security by preventing an energy shortage,
keep out the oil that could ease the shortage.

Canada has larger oll resources than she
needs for her own people. But, Freeman said,
they will not be discovered, developed and
brought to American markets so long as the
United States maintains the quotas,

The quotas bar petrochemical feedstocks
for use in a great variety of plastic and other
products. ‘“The securlty purpose of import
controls does not apply to petro-chemicals,”
President Nixon was told last March in &
memo prepared by the Justice Department's
Antitrust Division and signed by Attorney
General Mitchell.

While the public, through higher prices, is
“taxed” $5 billion a year to keep foreign oil
out, the major companies that are the prin-
cipal beneficlaries have a tax incentive to
explore and produce abroad: a 1953 Internal
Revenue Service ruling allowing them to
credit the “royalties” they pay foreign gov-
ernments against the taxes they would owe
the United States. The estimated tax loss is
$1 billion to $1.25 billlon a year.

In the 12 years of quotas, which bar in-
dependent wholesalers from importing pe-
troleum products, including unleaded gaso-
line, their number in the Midwest has de-
clined from 88 to 15.

The most devastating attack on the quota
system—because of its source—came in
February, 1970, from President Nixon’s own
Cabinet Task Force on Oil Import Control.
Of the 13 Cabinet officers and other federal
officials who were members and official ob-
servers, 10 agreed that the quota program "“is
not adequately responsive to present and
future security considerations” and “is no
longer acceptable.”

The task force chairman was George P.
Bhultz, then Secretary of Labor. The Presi-
dent thought enough of him to make him
director of the Office of Management and
Budget—but thought so little of the con-
demnation of quotas by Shultz and others
in the majority that he did not so much as
mention their recommendation of tariffs as
a substitute,

Instead, Mr. Nixon called attention to the
divergence of views between th majority and
the minority. Then he appointed a new Oil
Policy Committee which, without formal dis-
cussions or working papers, approved reten-
tion of quotas. Thus he continued a massive
intervention in the free market he extols.
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QUORUM CALL

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR SENATORS TO
SUBMIT SIGNED REQUESTS AT
THE DESK TO ADD COSPONSORS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, for
the remainder of the second session of
the 92d Congress, Senators may submit
signed requests at the desk to add co-
sponsors to bills and resolutions—joint,
concurrent, or simple—without having
to make such requests from the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out ebjection, it is so ordered.

STANDING ORDER FOR RECOG-
NITION OF THE MAJORITY AND
MINORITY LEADERS

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, for
the remainder of the second session of
the 92d Congress, in each daily session,
immediately following the disposition of
the reading of the Journal or the approv-
al of the same, 3 minutes be set aside for
the recognition of the majority leader
or his designee and 3 minutes be set
aside for the recognition of the minority
leader or his designee, if they so desire,
Eorior to the recognition of other Sena-

I'S.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11:30 A M. TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business to-
day, it stand in adjournment until 11:30
a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF BUSINESS FOL-
LOWING THE PRESIDENT'S AD-
DRESS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, I am authorized by the distin-
guished majority leader to state that fol-
lowing the President’s address before the
joint session of the two Houses tomor-
row, the Senate will return and proceed
with the further consideration of the
unfinished business.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
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List oFr NASA EmMrLOYEES WHO HAVE FILED
REPORTS PERTAINING TO EMPLOYMENT
A letter from the Administrator, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a list of the present
and former NASA employees who have filed
reports with NASA pertaining to their NASA
and aerospace industry related employment
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1971 (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on

Aeronautical and Space Sciences.

REPORT ON TITLE I AGREEMENTS UNDER AGRI~
CULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND ASSIST-
ANCE AcT oF 1954
A letter from the General Sales Manager,

Export Marketing Service, Department of

Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law,

a report on title I agreements under the Agri-

cultural Trade Development and Assistance

Act of 1954 (with accompanying papers); to

the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
REPORT OF NATIONAL FOREST RESERVATION

COMMISSION
A letter from the President, National For-
est Reservation Commission, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of that Commission,
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1971 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.
REPORT ON FrvaL DETERMINATION ON INDIAN
CLAIM CASE
A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims

Commission, reporting, pursuant to law, on

the final determination of Docket No. 261, the

Samish Tribe of Indians, plaintiff, against the

United States of America, defendant (with

accompanying papers); to the Committee on

Appropriations.

REPORT OF THE PuBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

FOR THE DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA
A letter from the Executive Secretary of
the Public Service Commission of the Dis-
trict of Columbia submitting, pursuant to

law, its report for the calendar year 1970

(with accompanying report); to the Com-

mittee on Appropriations.

REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
A letter from the Administrator of the

Agency for International Development sub-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the vio-
lation of section 3679, Revised Statutes, in-
volving a revolving fund under the control of
the Agency (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT ON OVEROBLIGATION OF AN AFPROPRI-

ATION
A letter from the Deputy Director, Office
of Management and Budget, Executive Of-
fice of the President, reporting, pursuant to
law, that the “Limitation on salaries ana
expenses,” Rallroad Retirement Board, for
the flscal year 1972, had been apportioned on

& basis which indicates the necessity for a

supplemental estimate of appropriation; to

the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT ON FINAL DETERMINATION OF INDIAN

= CrLAaIM CASE
A letter from the Chairman, Indian Claims

Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,

its final determination with respect to Docket

No. 230, the Cayuga Natlon of Indlans of

Oklahoma, plaintiff, agalnst the TUnited

States of America, defendant (with accom-

panying papers); to the Committee on Ap-

propriations.

REPORT oN PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS OF EMER-

GENCY SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT
A letter from the Director of Civil Defense,
reporting, pursuant to law, on property ac-
quisitions of emergency supplies and equip-

ment, for the quarter ended December 31,

1971; to the Committee on Armed Services.
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REPORT ON MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on military personnel policy
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

REPORT ON CERTAIN FACILITIES PROJECTS
ProrosEp To BE UNDERTAKEN FOR THE
NavaL AND MARINE CoORPS RESERVE

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Installations and Housing),
reporting, pursuant to law, on certain fa-
cilities projects proposed to be undertaken
for the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF SECTION 8376,
TrTLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend section 8376 of title 10,
United States Code, to eliminate the re-
quirement that an Air Force Reserve, or Alir
National Guard, officer serving on extended
active duty in a temporary grade which is
higher than his Reserve grade must apply for
promotion to his next higher Reserve grade,
when otherwise eligible (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF TITLE 10,
UNITED STATES CODE

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend title 10, United States Code, to
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to estab-
lish the amount of compensation paid to
members of the Naval Research Advisory
Committee (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT oN TRUTH IN LENDING

A letter from the Vice Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
truth in lending, for the year 1971 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,

REPORT OF COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY

A letter from the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port, for the year 1970 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Banking,
Housling and Urban Affairs.

REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE Pro-
CUREMENT FrOM SMALL aND OTHER BuUsi-
NESS FIRMS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Installations and Logistics), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on Depart-
ment of Defense procurement from small
and other business firms, for July-September
1971 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee cn Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

StupYy oF UnsaFE aND Unsounp PRACTICES

A letter from the Chairman, Securities and
Exchange Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a study of unsafe and unsound
practices (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

DocUMENT PUBLISHED BY FEDERAL POWER
CoMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Power
Commission, transmitting, for the informa-
tion of the Senate, a publication entitled
“Statistics of Interstate Natural Gas Pipe-
line Companies, 1970” (with an accompany-
ing document); to the Committee on Coms-
merce,

REPORT ON FLIGHT PaAY

A letter from the commandant, U.8. Coast
Guard, reporting, pursuant to law, on flight
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pay, for the 6-month period ended Decem-
ber 31, 1971; to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF FAIR PACKAG-
ING AND LABELING AcCT

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on the administration of the
Fair Packaging and Labeling Act, for the
fiscal year 1871 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT OF SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, his report,
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1871 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Commerce.

DELAY oF REPORT OoF EcoONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Assistant Secretary for
Economic Development, reporting a delay
in processing of the report of the Economic
Development Administration, for fiscal year
1971; to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, Interstate
Commerce Commission, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report of that Commission,
for the fiscal year 1971 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT ON PERMITS AND LICENSES ISSUED BY
FEDERAL POowWER COMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Fower
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on permits and licenses for hydro-
electric projects issued by that Commission,
for the fiscal year 1971 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Commerce,

REPORT ON HEALTH CONSEQUENCES OF
SMOKING

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on the health consequences
of smoking, 1972 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Commerce.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION To FACILITATE THE
PAYMENT OF TRANSPORTATION CHARGES

A letter from the Assistant Administrator
of General Services submitting proposed leg-
islation to amend the Transportation Act of
1940, as amended, to facilitate the payment
of transportation charges (with accompany-
ing papers); to the Committee on Commerce.

REPORT OF THE CHESAPEAKE & PoTOoMAC
TELEPHONE CoO.

A letter from the vice president and gen-
eral manager, Chesapeake & Potomac Tele-
phone Co., Washington, D.C., transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of that company,
for the year 1971 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS, EXPENDITURES, AND
BALANCES OF THE U.S. GOVERNMENT

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a statement of
recelpts, expenditures, and balances of the
U.8. Government, for the fiscal year 1871
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

REPORT OF THE RENEGOTIATION BOARD

A letter from the Chalirman, the Renegoti-
atlon Board, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a8 report of that Board for the year 1971
(with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Finance.

REPORT OF BALANCES OF FOREIGN CURRENCIES
AcQUIRED WITHOUT PAYMENT OF DOLLARS
A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-

ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report

of balances of forelgn currencies acquired

without payment of dollars, as of June 30,
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1971 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.
ReroRT OoF THE U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND
DISARMAMENT AGENCY

A letter from the Director of the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the annual report for
the year 1971 on the 14 scientific or pro-
fessional positions authorized for establish-
ment in the Agency (with accompanying
papers) ; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States transmitting, pursuant to
law, & list of reports of the General Account-
ing Office for December 1971 (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on Gov=
ernment Operations.

REPORT ON DIsPOSAL OF EXCESS PROPERTY IN
FOREIGN COUNTRIES

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, submitting, pursuant
to law, a negative report covering the dis-
posal of excess property in foreign countries,
for calendar year 1971; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

REPORT ON DisposaL oF FoREIGN EXCEss

PROPERTY

A letter from the General Manager, Atomic
Energy Commission, reporting, pursuant to
law, on the disposal of forelgn excess prop-
erty; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

REFORT OF GENERAL SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Administrator, General
Services Administration, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the 1971 annual report of that
Administration (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government Op-

erations,
REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Examination of Finan-
cial Statements of the Student Loan Insur-
ance Fund Fiscal Year 1970,” Office of Edu-
cation, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, dated January 12, 18972 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Office of Education
Should Improve Procedures To Recover De-
faulted Loans Under the Guaranteed Student
Loan Program,” Office of Education, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
dated December 30, 1971 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Improvements Needed
in the Administration of Contracts for
Evaluations and Studies of Antipoverty Pro-
grams,” Office of Economic Opportunity,
dated December 28, 1871 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Need for Long-Range
Planning for Avionics Development Pro-
grams,” Department of the Army, dated De-
cember 28, 1871 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Opportunities for Im-
proving Federally Assisted Manpower Pro-
grams Identified as a Result of Review in the
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Atlanta, Ga., Area,” Department of Labor,
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, dated January 7, 1972 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report entitled “The Forest Service
Needs to Ensure That the Best Possible Use
is Made of Its Research Program Findings,"
Department of Agriculture, dated January 6,
1972 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Progress to Strengthen
U.S. Government Foreign Tax Rellef on De-
fense Expenditures Overseas,"” Department
of Defense, Department of State, dated Jan-
uary 6, 1972 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report entitled “Alternatives to
Secondary Sewage Treatment Offer Greater
Improvements in Missouri River Water Qual-
ity,” Environmental Protection Agency, dated
January 6, 1972 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operations,

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report entitled “Costly Replace-
ment of Faulty Potting Compounds—a Pro-
tective Material—in Major Weapon Systems,”
Department of Defense, dated January 5,
1972 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Audit of Commodity
Credit Corporation, Fiscal Year 1971,” De-
partment of Agriculture, dated January 14,
1872 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled “Increased Use
of Financial Data and an Improved Tariff
System Needed by a Military Airlift Com-
mand,” Department of the Air Force, dated
January 5, 1972 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORT ON STATUS OF COLORADO RIVER STORAGE
PROJECT AND PARTICIPATING PROJECTS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on the status of the Colorado River stor-
age project and particlpating projects for
fiscal year 1971 (with an acompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs,

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CoONCEsSSION CoN-
TRACT WITHIN LAKE MEAD NATIONAL REC-
REATION AREA, NEV.

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a proposed amendment to a conces-
slon contract within Lake Mead Natlonal Re-
creation Area, Nev. (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

REPORT 0N OPERATION OF THE CoLORADO RIVER
BasIN

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port entitled 1971 Operation of the Colorado
River Basin, 1972 Projected Operations”
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CoONCESsION CoN-

TRACT ON SOUTH RIM OF GRAND CANYON Na-

TIONAL PARK, ARIZ.

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant

227

to law, a proposed amendment to a conces-
sion contract for the public on the South
Rim of Grand Canyon Natlonal Park, Ariz.
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

REPORT ON RECLASSIFICATION OF CERTAIN
LANDS OF THE HUNTLEY PROJECT IRRIGATION
DistricT, MONT.

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, on
the reclassification of certain lands of the
Hungley Project Irrigation District, Mont.;
t;ﬂ ;he Commititee on Interior and Insular

rs.

REPORT ON PROCEEDINGS INSTITUTED BEFORE
THE SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report with re-
spect to proceedings instituted before the
Subversive Activities Control Board, during
the year ended December 31, 1971 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
the Judiciary,

REPORT OF VETERANS oF WoRLD War I oF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

A letter from the national quartermaster,
Veterans of World War I of the United
States of America, Alexandria, Va., trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that
organization, as of September 30, 1971 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

REPORT OF FPUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA

A letter from the chairman, Board of Di-
rectors, Future Farmers of America, Wash-
ington, D.C., transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report of that organization, for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1971 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

REPORT OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE

A letter from the Director, Community
Relations Service, Department of Justice,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
that Department, for the fiscal year 1871
(with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT OF AMERICAN REVOLUTION
BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, American
Revolution Bicentennial Commission, Wash-
ington, D.C., reporting, pursuant to law, of
the activities of that Commission; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT OF SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL
Boarp

A letter from the Chairman, Subversive
Activities Control Board, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, & report of
that Board (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS OF CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tlon and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders relating to the adjustment of
status of certain allens (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary,

REPORT ON A DEFECTOR ALIEN

A letter from the Commissioner Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, reporting, pursuant to law, on a
defector alien, Petro Ascenso (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on the
Judiclary,

TEMPORARY ADMISSION OF CERTAIN ALIENS
A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting pursuant to law,
copies of orders entered relating to the tem-
porary admission of certain allens (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiclary.
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THIRD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE FOR
CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, dated December 15, 1971, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, reports concerning
visa petitions according the beneficiaries of
such petitions third preferences and sixth
preference classifications (with accompany-
ing papers); to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

Asietter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, dated January 3, 1972, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, reports concerning visa
petitions according the beneficiaries of such
petitions third preference and sixth prefer-
ence classifications (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the Judiclary.

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, re-
ports concerning visa petitions according the
beneficiaries of such petitions third prefer-
ence and sixth preference classification, dated
January 17, 1972 (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.
STATEMENT ON JUDGMENTS RENDERED BY THE

U.S., CouRT OF CLAIMS

A letter from the Clerk, U.S. Court of
Claims, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a statement of all judgments
rendered by that court, for the year ended
September 30, 1971 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on the Judiciary.
REPORT ON ADJUSTMENT IN THE NATIONAL ScCI-

enceE Foumpation Fiscar YEar 1972 Pro-

GRAM

A letter from the Director, National Science
Foundation, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report on adjustment in the National Sci-
ence Foundation fiscal year 1972 program
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-

mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

RePorRT ON NEED FOR EMERGENCY FINANCIAL
AssisTANCE To MEeEDICAL AND DENTAL
ScHoOLS

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, transmitting a report on
the need for emergency financial assistance to
medical and dental schools, including recom-
mendations for appropriate administrative
and legislative action (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

PROGRAM RELATING TO DRUGS ON THE
MAREET

A letter from the Director, Office of Legis-
lative Services, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, transmitting, for the information of the
Senate, a program to assure that all drugs
on the market are safe and effective, in ac-
cordance with the law (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

REPORT ON AcCTIONS TAKEN WITH RESPECT TO

SCIENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL POSITIONS

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary, Management and Budget, Department
of the Interlor, reporting, pursuant to law,
on actions taken with respect to scilentific and
professional positions, during the calendar
year 1971; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service,

REPORT ON SCIENTIFIC AND PROFESSIONAL

PosiTioNs

A letter from the Director of Personnel,
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on sclentific and pro-
fessional positions, for the year 1971 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

REPORT ON GBS-17 POSITIONS IN ADMINISTRA-
TIVE OFFICE OoF THE U.S. CoUrTs

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, reporting, pursuant
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to law, on the GS-17 positions in that Office;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

REPORT ON PosrTioN IN GrapE GS-18B

A letter from the Chalrman, U.S. Civil
Service Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on a position in grade GiS-18
(with an accompanying report); to the Com=-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

REPORT RELATING To DisPosAL oF RECORDS

A letter from the Acting Administrator,
General Services Administration, reporting,
pursuant to law, on the disposal of records;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

PROGRESS REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON MoOTOR
VEHICLE EMISSIONS

A letter from the President, National
Academy of Sclences, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a semiannual progress report sum-
marizing the work and findings of the Com-
mittee on Motor Vehicle Emissions (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Public Works.
REPORT ON URBAN AREA TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

A letter from the Secretary of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on urban area traffic operations improve-
ment program (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Public Works.
REPORT OF REVISED ESTIMATE oF CosT oF ComM~

PLETING THE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF INTER-

STATE AND DEFENSE HIGHWAYS

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tlon, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on revised estimate of cost of completing the
national system of interstate and defense
highways (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Public Works.

REPORT OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

A letter from the Board of Directors, Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, Knoxville, Tenn.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, & report of
that Authority, for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1971 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Public Works.

REPORT ON COMPLETION OF CERTAIN SEGMENTS
OF THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM IN
THE DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA

A letter from the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on the completion of certain segments of
the Interstate Highway System In the District
of Columbia (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Public Works.

REPORT OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CrTY COUN-
CIL RELATING TO THE INTERSTATE FREEWAY
SYSTEM

A letter from the Commissioner, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Washington, D.C,, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of the
District of Columbia City Council, relating
to the interstate freeway system (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Public Works,

STUDY OF THE PROBLEMS FACING
Vierwam Era VETERANS

A letter from the Administrator of Veter-
ans Affairs, transmitting, for the informa-
tion of the Senate, a study of the problems
facing Vietnam era veterans: Their read-
justment to clvillan life (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:
A Joint resolution of the Legislature of the

State of Alabama; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:
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‘HJR. 2

“Memoralizing the President and Congress to
do all in their power to secure the freedom
of the prisoners of war in Vietnam

“Whereas the involvement of this country
in Vietnam appears to be drawing to a close
with the rapid withdrawal of our troops from
Vietnam; and

“Whereas the release of our prisoners of
war by North Vietnam has not been secured
by even a tentative agreement; and

“Whereas the people of this State and thelr
duly elected representatives in this Legisla-
ture are vitally concerned that the release
of these men who have given so much for
their country be secured, now therefore,

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of Ala-
bama, both Houses thereof concurring,
‘That we do encourage the President and Con-
gress to use all honorable means at their dis-
posal to secure the release of our prisoners of
war by North Vietnam.

“Be it further resolved That the Clerk of
the House send coples of this resolution to
the President and the members of Congress.”

“In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and have caused the Great Seal of
the State of Alabama to be aflixed by the Sec-
retary of State, at the Capitol in the city of
Montgomery on this 19th day of November,
1971.

““GEORGE C. WALLACE,
“Governor.”

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Ohio; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Bervice:

“H.R. No. 135

“A resolution to memorialize the 92d Con-
gress of the United States to request a post-
age stamp commemorating Joseph William
Briggs, the father of free city mail de-
livery
“Whereas, The members of the House of

Representatives of the 108th General As-

sembly of Ohio are cognizant that the United

States FPostal BService traditionally issues

commemorative postage stamps honoring the

distinguished men and great events of our
proud history as a Nation; and

“Whereas, One such man was Joseph Wil-
liam Briggs, a postal employee himself in

Cleveland, Ohlo, who, on July 1, 1863,

fathered the idea of free city mail delivery;

and
“Whereas, This ingenious public servant
zealously and courageously implemented the

“Postman" institution throughout the Na-

tion, creating additional revenues for the

Postoffice Department and saving American

taxpayers millions of dollars; and
“Whereas, It seems most fitting that the

state of Ohio honor one of its favorite sons,

Joseph Willlam Briggs, the first postman as

well as the designer of the first mail box and

the first letter carrier’s uniform; and
“Whereas, Recognition of this distin-

guished American falls upon the threshold

of yet further reforms in the United States

Postal Service, a most befitting coincidence

among men who are similarly blessed with

the foresight and courage to put their ideas

into action as Joseph William Briggs did a

century ago; therefore be it
“Resolved, That we, the members of the

House of Representatives of the 109th Gen-

eral Assembly of Ohio, in adopting this Reso-

lution do hereby memorialize the 92nd Con-
gress of the United States to request through
the United States Postal Service and the

United States Citizens' Stamp Advisory Com-

mittee a postage stamp commemorating Jo=

seph William Briggs, the father of free city
madil delivery; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Leglslative Clerk of
the House of Representatives transmit duly
authenticated coples of this Resolution to
the United States Cltizens’ Stamp Advisory

Committee; to Postmaster General Elmer

Klassen; to Vice President Spiro T. Agnew,
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President of the Senate; to the Honorable
Allen J. Ellender, President pro tem of the
Senate; to the Honorable Carl Albert, Speaker
of the House of Representatives; and to each
Benator and Representative from Ohlo in the
Congress of the United States.

“"Adopted December 15, 1971."

A petition of sundry American citizens call-
ing for the repeal of the United Nations
Charter; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, without amendment:

8. 596. A bill to require that international
agreements other than treatles, hereafter
entered into by the United States, be trans-
mitted to the Congress within sixty days
after the execution thereof (Rept. No. 92—
591).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for
Mr. SpargmaN) (for himself and Mr.
ALLEN) :

S.8033. A bill to provide that the lock and
dam referred to as the “Columbia Lock and
Dam” on the Chattahoochee River, Alabama,
shall hereafter be known as the George Wil-
liam Andrews Lock and Dam. Referred to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. BEALL:

S.8034. A bill for the relief of Miss Ana-
maria Moratoya Jimenez; and

S.3035. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Luisa
P. Zapanta. Referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. TOWER:

S.3036. A bill to repeal the Davis-Bacon
Act and the Contract Work Hours Standards
Act, and related provisions of law. Referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

By Mr. MATHIAS (for Mr. WEICKER)
(for himself, Mr. COOPER, Mr. JAVITS,
Mr, Risicorr, and Mr, MATHIAS) :

8. 3087. A bill to amend the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1056, as amended. Referred
to the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for
Mr. CRANSTON) :

8. 3038. A bill for the relief of Arthur E.
Lane. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. TOWER:

8. 3036. A bill to repeal the Davis-
Bacon Act and the Contract Work Hours
Standards Act, and related provisions of
law. Referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing today a bill to repeal the
Davis-Bacon Act and the Contract Work
Hours Standards Act. Whatever justifi-
cation may have once existed for these
statutes has disappeared with changed
conditions over the years. These laws to-
day harm rather than help our society
and our economy. The most negative
aspect of these laws is that they unneces-
sarily raise costs in construction, an in-
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dustry which we all recognize as an his-
torically high wage one.

The Davis-Bacon Act, commonly re-
ferred to as the prevailing wage law,
was enacted on March 3, 1931, with the
explicit purpose of protecting local wage
standards of workers on Federal con-
struction projects. Later, the scope of
the act was expanded to include con-
struction which was Federally assisted,
even though the contract was not a Gov-
ernment one. The depression of the 1930's
gave impetus to the law’s passage: some
States had already enacted similar
measures for State and local projects.
Proponents of the Davis-Bacon Act con-
tended that construction contractors
working on Federal projects were paying
substandard wages. Contractors had lit-
tle difficulty in doing this because of the
large amount of unemployment then
prevailing, Contractors using union la-
bor often were underbid by contractors
who used cheaper, unorganized labor
imported from low-wage areas. Senator
James J. Davis of Pennsylvania, Con-
gressman Robert L. Bacon of New York,
and other proponents of the legislation,
wanted to prevent the Federal Govern-
ment from being an instrument either of
deflating or inflating wage rates for Fed-
eral construction. They also wanted to
give local labor and local contractors a
fair opportunity to participate in the
Federal construction program. The
Davis-Bacon Act was designed to achieve
these objectives by providing that wages
“prevailing” in the area of Federal con-
struction must be paid by the bidding
contractors irrespective of the sources
of labor supply.

The actual determination of prevail-
ing wage rates was, in the 1931 enact-
ment, left in the hands of contractors
and contracting agencies. The act was
amended in 1935 so as to delegate to the
Secretary of Labor the responsibility for
determining prevailing wage rates in
advance of inviting bids for Federal proj-
ects. By a 1964 amendment, fringe bene-
fits were included in the definition of
“prevailing wages.”

For some years after its passage, little
attention was paid to the Davis-Bacon
Act, primarily because comparatively few
people were effected directly. However,
recent developments have tremendously
enlarged the impact and importance of
this law. One major development has
been the great growth in Federal con-
struction. The traditional areas of dams,
reservoirs, and buildings to house Federal
operations, have now burgeoned into such
programs as missiles and space systems,
defense-related installations and the in-
terstate highway complex. A second ma-
jor development has been the rapid in-
crease in Federal assistance, through
loans and grants, for construction award-
ed on a State and local basis. Federal
funds now help construct hospitals, sew-
erage plants, parks, housing, airports and
many other facilities.

Wage-rate determinations under the
Davis-Bacon Act are issued to the re-
questing Federal agency responsible for
the award of the contract. These rates
are then shown as minimum wages in the
bid specifications and the final contract
documents. The number of wage deter-
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minations issued yearly by the Depart-
ment of Labor has increased from 3,884
in fiscal year 1945 to about 25,900 in fiscal
year 1970 and an estimated 26,200 in
fiscal year 1971, In fiscal year 1970, about
58,000 contract awards totaling approxi-
mately $28 billion were covered under
the Davis-Bacon wage determinations.
For fiscal year 1971, an estimated 59,000
contract awards totaling roughly $30.1
billion were covered by wage determina-
tions. The $30 billion in 1971 represented
about one-third of all construction ex-
penditures during that fiscal year, public
and private.

Administration of the Davis-Bacon Act
by the Labor Department has engendered
much warranted criticism over the years.
disapproval has been registered by not
only building-employee groups, but by
others as well. Studies by academicians
point up consistent mismanagement by
the Labor Department constituting an
actual perversion of the statute. This
same conclusion was reached by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, the congressional
watchdog over the executive branch, af-
ter an extremely comprehensive analysis
of the Davis-Bacon administration which
dates from 1962 until 1971.

The following are some of the criti-
cisms made by the General Accounting
Office in a report issued July 14, 1971.
These conclusions were based on GAO
findings from their studies over the past
decade in 29 selected construction proj-
ects, including military family housing,
low-rent public housing, federally in-
sured housing, and a water storage dam.

First. Minimum rates prescribed by the
Labor Department were significantly
higher than prevailing wages in the areas
and therefore substantially increased
construction costs borne by the Federal
Government, by 5 to 15 percent. This vio-
lates one major concept of the Davis-
Bacon Act: that payment of prevailing
wages should not be inflationary.

Some contractors do not bid on fed-
erally-financed construction projects,
according to the report of the General
Accounting Office, because the higher
wage rates required on such projects
lower the morale of workers in their
labor forces paid lower wage rates on pri-
vately financed projects in the same lo-
cality. Morale is also hurt when workers
return to lower wage rates after a Fed-
eral construction project is completed.

Second. The Labor Department must
identify classifications of workers for
which determinations should be made. In
some cases, the Department has applied
the wage rates of one classification to an-
other classification without investigating
the actual prevailing wage rates paid to
each group.

Third. In defining the geographical
area for which prevailing wages were to
be determined, the Labor Department in
some cases has gone beyond the county
where the project was located and has
applied rates from other, sometimes non-
adjacent counties or from another State
having different labor conditions.

Fourth. In many cases the Labor De-
partment has not distinguished between
different types of construction, such as
commercial and residential, although
significant variances exist between labor
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rates applicable to these two types of con-
struction. Often wage determinations
have called for the higher rates applica-
ble for commercial-type building con-
struction and have disregarded the rates
for residential-type construction.

Fifth. The Labor Department places
undue emphasis on wage rates estab-
lished in prior determinations and rates
included in collective bargaining agree-
ments, without verifying whether such
rates are representative of the rates pre-
vailing on similar construction in the
area. These practices may be attributed
to the fact that the Department has not
compiled sufficient up-to-date and ac-
curate information on prevailing basic
wages and fringe benefits.

Sixth. The Labor Department’s wage
determinations do not generally pre-
scribe separate rates for helpers and
trainees. When local labor practices rec-
ognize these categories, separate rates
may help lower construction costs and
encourage contractors to hire semi-
skilled and untrained persons on Gov-
ernment-financed projects.

Such a procedure would be particularly
desirable in areas of hardcore unemploy-
ment.

Mr. President, I rise today not to add
my voice to the criticism of the Federal
Government’s total disregard for the
‘aw’s intent, although that aspect of the
situation is indeed reprehensible, Nor am
I recommending enactment of specific
Jegislative guidelines to end the Govern-
ment’s indifferent posture towards that
intent, although revision of the law is
desperately needed if it is to remain on
the statute books. Rather, I rise today to
sponsor a bill calling for outright repeal
of the act.

Mr. President, the Davis-Bacon Act
was an emergency measure passed during
a great depression. It carried the hu-
manitarian purpose of preventing wages
from falling precipitously at that time.
The situation in today's construction in-
dustry is totally different. Average hour-
ly earnings in contract construction
equaled $5.22 in 1970, compared to $3.85
in the next highest-paying industry—
transportation and public utilities—and
$3.23 for private industry as a whole.
Wage increases negotiated in construc-
tion contracts in recent years have been
notoriously out of line with wage in-
creases negotiated in contracts in other
industries—about twice as high as those
in manufacturing, for example. Con-
struction unions have become so powerful
relative to contract employers, and so
effective in negotiating excessive wage
increases, that construction became the
first industry singled out by the adminis-
tration for a wage stabilization program
which went into effect in March of 1971.

The construction industry is highly or-
ganized, with more than three-quarters
of its workers in unions. Only six indus-
tries in the country have such a high de-
gree of unionization, according to the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

It seems obvious that such an industry
does not need the assistance of an infla-
tionary Davis-Bacon Act. The fact that
the law’s impact has been inflationary
seems beyond dispute. In February, 1971,
at the time he temporarily suspended the
law, President Nixon said the following:
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Under the Davis-Bacon Act wage rates on
Federal projects have been artificlally set by
this law rather than by customary market
forces. Frequently, they have been set to
match the highest wages paild on private
projects. This means that many of the most
infiationary local wage settlements in the
construction industry have automatically
been sanctioned and spread through Govern-
ment contracts.

I strongly supported President Nixon’s
suspension of the Davis-Bacon Act. Un-
fortunately, the suspension lasted only a
little more than a month. The angry re-
action of union leaders to the suspension
was proof that it was indeed operating
to check the upward escalation of con-
struction wages. In a syndicated column
on April 10, 1971, Labor reporter Victor
Riesel made the following comment:

“Why the sudden anger? Well, in one New
England city some operating engineers’ wages
had been sliced from about $6.50 an hour to
$3.50, As new bids were coming in after the
Davis-Bacon suspension, contractors were
cutting their wage costs. At Wright-Patterson
Air Force Base in Ohlo, the bid on some fam-
ily housing units came in for some $400,000
less. At some projected family housing units
in Fort Huachuca, Ariz., the bid came in for
$50,000 less. At a proposed small El Paso, Tex.,
hospital, the bid returned $51,000 less than
the previous bid. These were but symptoms—
but there were hundreds of them.

Mr. President, repeal of the Davis-
Bacon Act not only would help to restore
the free market mechanism for construc-
tion wages on Federally supported proj-
ects and end the arbitrary imposition of
the highest union rates for such projects,
but it also would help to increase employ-
ment in construction work. The irony
is that, at the same time that it enjoys
the highest wages of all industries, con-
struction suffers from the highest unem-
ployment rate. During 1970, unemploy-
ment in construction averaged 9.7 per-
cent—higher than the 7.5 percent unem-
ployment in agriculture, the industry
with the next highest unemployment
rate, and about twice as high as the 4.9
percent unemployment level for industry
as a whole. Currently unemployment in
the construction industry continues to
linger in the 9- to 10-percent range.

Many persons see the Davis-Bacon Act
effectively curtailing entry of unem-
ployed workers, particularly the un-
skilled and semi-skilled, into government
construction projects because of the high
wages which would have to be paid to
them. No doubt the closed system that is
promoted by the Davis-Bacon Act has
contributed to the inability of blacks,
Spanish-speaking people, and other mi-
norities from gaining entrance into the
construction industry.

For the above reasons, many groups
applauded President Nixon’s recent sus-
pension of the Davis-Bacon Act. They
recommended the dismantling of the La-
bor Department’s staff for administering
this law and advocated its permanent
suspension. In an article in the April
1971 Labor Law Journal, Prof. Jerry
E. Pohlman, assistant professor at the
State University of New York at Buffalo,
concludes that:

The provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act do
prohibit the adoption of more job-creating
programs by the government . . . /and/ the
Davis-Bacon Act reduces the potential of job=-
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creating programs in the war against pov-
erty.

In a recently concluded study author-
ized by the American Enterprise In-
stitute for Public Policy Research, Dr.
John P. Gould, an economist at the Uni-
versity of Chicago, said that:

High prevailing wage determinations ap-
pear to discourage nonunion contractors
from bidding on federal construction . ..
This means that nonunion contractors are
less competitive and that the government
has to pay a premium price for construction
work, and that the bargaining power of un-
ionized construction workers is strengthened
substantially.

Moreover, stated Dr. Gould:

Excluding nonunion contractors from a
substantial part of the construction market
also has undesirable economic consequences
for minority groups and younger workers
who are more likely to find employment in
the nonunion sector of the construction in-
dustry.

Because it serves as an inflation gen-
erating mechanism in an era when infia-
tion appears to be a constant sore on the
American economy, and because it is cur-
tailing employment in an age of rela-
tively high employment, I urge the repeal
of the Davis-Bacon Act. Furthermore,
the Fair Labor Standards Act, enacted in
1938, T years after the passage of
Davis-Bacon, provides a floor under con-
struction wages, the same floor that
serves for all other industries. Reason
dictates that construction should not
have special status with a separate,
statutory wage floor much higher than
the rest of the American economy.

Mr, President, no doubt some will con-
sider this bill to be patently “anti-labor.”
This is simply not the case. The Davis-
Bacon Act has caused high unemploy-
ment in the construction industry. It has
restricted low-income people from that
industry, and it has driven the cost of
low-cost public housing and other gov-
ernment construction upward at a tre-
mendous rate. In essence, the Davis-
Bacon Act has deprived many low and
middle-income Americans the opportuni-
ties enjoyed by other Americans, while,
at the same time, has kept the free mar-
ket mechanism from working in a nat-
ural and free manner. There are those
who are constantly accusing others of
not helping the little man. The bill I am
introducing today would repeal a 40-
yvear-old law ‘that has, for the past 30
years, kept the little man from being able
to compete for jobs in the construction
industry.

The bill T am introducing today would
also repeal the Contract Work Hours
Standards Act. This act requires the pay-
ment of premium pay to laborers and
mechanics on Federal and Federally-
financed public works, at the rate of time
and one-half for hours in excess of 8
in any 1 ecalendar day or 40 hours in
any 1 workweek. There is also a pen-
alty of $10 a day for each worker em-
ployed in violation of these requirements.
The Contract Work Hours Standard Act
was passed in 1962 to replace several 8-
hour laws applicable to laborers and
mechanics on public works.

This law is a bad statute on several
counts. For one thing it adds to the com-
plexity and confusion of Federal labor
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law. It covers much the same ground as
the Fair Labor Standards Act. The latter
subjects the construction industry to its
overtime provisions for work over 40
hours per week. Hence, contractors find
that the same conduct is governed by
two different legislative standards and
enforcement procedures.

Furthermore, the statutory require-
ment of overtime pay for work in excess
of 8 hours in any 1 day, found in the
Contract Work Hours Standards Act, but
not in the Fair Labor Standards Act, is
a poor idea. It discourages the growing
trend in American industry for experi-
mentation in workweek scheduling. Col-
lective bargaining agreements aimed to
test various scheduling combinations,
such as the 4-day workweek of 10 hours
each, or of 9 hours each, is discouraged
when the employer must pay a penalty
for work over 8 hours in 1 day. The law
also discourages the scheduling of extra
hours of work on any 1 day to make up
time lost on other days due to bad
weather, delays in receiving necessary
supplies and other legitimate reasons.

Mr. President, it is indeed ironic that
the construction industry should be the
recipient of extra Federal statutory pro-
tection in the form of Davis-Bacon and
Work Hours Laws. Other employees have
only the protection of the Fair Labor
Standards Act. The Davis-Bacon Act
was a product of a depression and the
8-hour law the product of an era when
the Federal commerce power was inter-
preted on the basis that Federal con-
struction was one of the few activities
the Congress could regulate. Both of
these laws are anachronisms today.

Protective labor legislation is intended
primarily for the unorganized worker,
the marginal employee, the personnel of
depressed industries and those Ameri-
cans residing in the country's poorer re-
gions. This type of legislation may serve
a useful purpose. But protective legisla-
tion should not be extended to such
growth industries as the construction
industry. It is time to restore the proc-
esses of the free market and collective
bargaining to the construction industry.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my bill be inserted
in the Recorp at this time. In addition,
I ask unanimous consent that the text
of an editorial which appeared in the
January 17 edition of the Wall Street
Journal be inserted in the Recorp. This
editorial further amplifies upon many of
the negative aspects of the Davis-Bacon
Act that I have mentioned in my re-
marks. I urge my colleagues to give their
closest consideration to the current prac-
tices and situations which have brought
me to the conclusion that these two laws
should be repealed.

There being no objection, the bill and
editorial were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

8. 3036

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
following provisions of law are repealed:

(1) The Davis-Bacon Act (as amended (40
U.8.C. 276a-276a-5).

(2) The Contract Work Hours Standards
Act (40 US.C., ch. 5).

(3) All legislation which is subject to Re-
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organization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (64
Stat. 1267).

ogi) Section 1499 of title 28, United States
Code.

Sec. 2. This Act shall take effect sixty days
after its enactment, but shall not affect any
contract then existing or any contract that
may thereafter be entered into pursuant to
invitations for bids that are outstanding at
the time of the enactment of this Act.

Cross PURPOSES IN CONSTRUCTION

While the Pay Board is struggling to get
wages under control, a number of federal
laws are working effectively to push wages
up. It isn't exactly novel for the government
to be working at cross purposes but this in-
stance is especially astonishing.

The federal wage-boosting program was
instituted in 1931, with passage of the Davis-
Bacon Act. In a troubled economy builders
sought federal construction contracts even
more avidly than usual, and here is how one
of the sponsors of the legislation described
the results:

“A practice has been growing up in carry-
ing out the building program where certain
itinerant, Irresponsible contractors, with
itinerant, cheap, bootleg labor have been go-
ing around throughout the country ‘picking’
off a contract here and a contract there, and
local labor and local contractors have been
standing on the sidelines. . . . This bill . . .
is simply to give local labor and the local
contractor a fair opportunity to participate
in this bullding program.”

At least some of those allegedly irresponsi-
ble contractors were on the move because
they were as desperate for business as the
local contractors. And some of that “cheap,
bootleg” labor was merely recognizing that,
in 1831, almost any job was better than no
job at all. But Congress nonetheless sought
to stabilize local wage rates, at least those
paid on federal construction contracts.

The theory was simple. The law merely
required contractors to pay “prevailing”
wages on federal projects, and the Labor
Department was to determine what those
prevailing wages were. In practice the pro-
gram has worked perversely, to put it mildly.

John P. Gould, asociate professor of busi-
ness economics at the University of Chicago’s
Graduate School of Business, detalls some
of the results in a new study published by
the American Enterprise Institute. As he
notes, the results have become more perva-
sive and damaging as the prevalling wage
scheme has been extended to many other
types of projects, including those alded by
the federal government.

One problem has been that the Labor De-
partment’s wage-determination staff has not
been large enough to cope with a massive and
growing work load. As a result the depart-
ment has tried to simplify its task, often
leaning heavily on arguments and informa-
tion provided by construction unions, hardly
disinterested parties.

Professor Gould recounts the trouble the
Navy had with a housing project for the
Marine Corps School at Quantico, Va. The
Navy told the Labor Department that the
latest prevalling-wage figures for the area
were far in excess of the wages that actually
did prevall there. The department lowered
its figures but labor unions protested, so it
went to the original, out-of-line wage rates.

With the strong influence of the unions it’'s
hardly surprising that the Labor Depart-
ment's determinations are union rates, no
matter what portion of the workers in the
area are unionized. If union rates are rela-
tively low or nonexistent in an area, the
Labor Department may settle for the high
union rates in an area many miles away.

The Chicago professor's analysis cites a
QGeneral Accounting Office study: “Wage
determinations for power equipment opera-
tors on federally financed projects through-
out Maine were found to be higher than those
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prevailing in Maine. The Davis-Bacon rates
corresponded to union-negotiated rates in
Boston, Mass."”

It's obvious that the prevailing-wage pro-
gram helps to extend and solidify union pay
scales. When Davis-Bacon rates are out of
line and a local labor market is tight, the
prevailing-pay setup can put strong upward
pressure on all local wages.

“By creating artificilal wage differentials,™
Professor Gould writes, ‘“the Davis-Bacon Act
tends to cause greater frictional unemploy-
ment in the construction trades. Construc-
tion workers appear to be willing to forgo
current employment in order to wait for jobs
paying higher union wage rates.”

The prevailing-wage machinery helped to
cause the sharp rise in construction wage
rates in recent years, a rise that was accom-
panied by heavy unemployment. Unable to
get the unions to moderate their demands,
President Nixon early last year suspended the
Davis-Bacon Act; the unions then agreed to
a pay stabilization committee and Mr. Nixon
reinstated the the act.

Public members of the committee boast
that the group has slowed the industry’s wage
rise to "only 11% a year, and the Pay Board
struggles to slow wage boosts elsewhere,
Meanwhile, the Davis-Bacon engine of pay in-
flation roars right ahead.

By Mr. MATHIAS (for Mr.
WEeIcker) (for himself, Mr.
CooPER, Mr, Javits, Mr. RisI-
coFF, and Mr. MATHIAS) :

S. 3037. A bill to amend the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1956, as amended.
Referred to the Committee on Publie
‘Works.

FEDERAL AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1972

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I am
sending to the desk a bill to restore bal-
ance to America's transportation policy.
I am introducing this bill for the junior
Senator of Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER),
the senior Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. RisicoFF), the senior Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. Cooper), the Senator
from New York (Mr. Javirs), and my-
self. The junior Senator from Connecti-
cut regrettably cannot be present today,
but I am happy to be able to submit for
the Recorp a copy of the remarks he
would make if he were here. I wish to
congratulate the Senator and his able
staff for addressing themselves so intel-
ligently to this important issue and for
their hard work in producing an excel-
lent piece of legislation.

The bill which I am sending to the floor
is entitled the “Federal Aid Highway Act
of 1972, It would amend the legislation
governing the highway trust fund to per-
mit approximately one-half of the trust
fund to be used for various forms of
mass transit, including commuter rail-
roads, buses, subways, and regional mass
transit systems such as that proposed for
Baltimore.

America needs a balanced transpor-
tation policy. In the past, at different
levels of technology, we have maintained
turnpikes, canals, railroads, stage-
coaches, riverways, and airways. Our goal
is to move people and goods quickly, in-
expensively, and safely with little damage
to our environment. To maintain a bal-
ance in our transportation system, how-
ever, requires that we occasionally ad-
just the weights on the scales, that we
change the emphasis we give to different
modes of transportation.

During the past generation, America
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has built a network of highways that is
truly a wonder of the world. But today
the question is whether we will strive
so hard to become king of the road that
we become its slave instead. Today, our
most urgent transportation needs are
not for more highways, but rather for
better systems of local and regional mass
transit. Today we know that the highway
alone cannot meet all our transporta-
tion needs. In the future we must find
additional means of getting commuters
from their homes to their jobs, of carry-
ing shoppers to their stores, of carrying
people from one part of a metropolitan
area to another, as well as superior roads
and freeways.

We can achieve this new goal by uti-
lizing the great engine of growth that has
built our current network of highways.
That engine is the highway trust fund,
which provides a method for secure fi-
nancing of long-term transportation
projects. If we can devote some of the
money in this trust fund to improving
mass transit within our metropolitan
areas, we will take the commuters and
shoppers off our congested interstate
highways and return these roads to inter-
state travelers.

The bill which I am sending to the floor
will allow approximately one-half of the
funds in the trust fund to be used for
mass transit systems in accord with the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964,
It would give State highway officials new
flexibility in building transportation sys-
tems that can best serve the needs of
the people of their States. The bill would
improve transportation planning in
America by requiring long-range coor=
dinated planning for all fransportation
modes within and among States. It would
reduce annual authorization from $4 bil-
lion to $3 billion, but it would continue
the program for an extra year. The hill
continues authorizations for the pri-
mary and secondary highway systems at
their current level but increases the
urban-aid programs from $100 million to
$1 billion in fiscal year 1974 and $1.2 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1975. Overall the bill
would provide up to $2.25 billion in fiscal
year 1974 and up to $2.45 billion in fiscal
year 1975 for all forms of urban trans-
portation. While it would not require that
State officials spend these funds in the
highway trust fund for mass transit sys-
tems, it would for the first time provide
these officials with this option.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the Senator from Connect-
icut (Mr. Weicker) and the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

STATEMENTS BY SENATOR WEICKER

Mr. President. In 1956 the Highway Trust
Fund was created to alleviate the most seri-
ous transportation problem we then faced.
Whole sectlons of the country were virtu-
ally isolated and the alm of this important
law was to tie all of our cities and towns to-
gether, to bring speed, mobility and com-
merce to everyone individual, After 15 years,
the Interstate System is over 75% completed
and the Federal-Ald Highway System must
be sounted a success,

But today our transportation problems are
different, Today we know that in many parts
of the country h:ghways alone are not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

enough., We know that people want to move,
they want mass transit to supplement high-
ways in congested urban areas. They want to
take commuters off the Interstate System
and return the highways to interstate travel-
ers. Today, buses, subways and new, in-
novative forms of transportation are essen-
tial.

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970—
brought about in measure by the dedi-
cation and ability of the Chalrman of the
Senate Public Works Committee—took the
first big step toward providing for these new
needs. Highway safety, the highway environ-
ment and highway uses for mass transit are
now firmly established as integral parts of
the Federal-Ald system.

With a recognition of our new, broader
transportation needs, I propose today that we
take the next logical step. For the bus lanes
now provided for in the Trust Fund to be
fully effective, we must allow communities to
purchase the most modern, efficient buses.
We must allow other communities to more
fully utilize the thousands of miles of rail-
road tracks already built in urban areas for
mass transit. We must allow the purchase
and construction of the latest mass transit
facilities in those areas where they provide
the best opportunities for freeing our high-
ways of congestion.

Specifically, I propose that we definitely
complete the Interstate System. However, in
accordance with the recommendations of the
American Assoclation of State Highway Offl-
clals, this vital program should be extended
in time and reduced in authorized cost from
4 billion to 3 billion per year.

It is clear that as we approach the end of
Interstate construction, the final links are
being slowed by planning, environmental and
legal problems which clearly call for partial
slow-downs in annual authorizations.

Further, I propose that the annual saving
of $1 billion in fiscal years 1974 and 1975 be
shifted to the TUrban Transportation Pro-
gram to be used for renovating, building and
equipping mass transit systems in wurban
areas.

Finally, I propose that all highway pro-
grams financed through the Trust Fund—
excepting, of course, the Interstate System—
be made avallable for solving all kinds of
mass transit problems in a manner best
suited to the circumstances facing each in-
dividual State. This would provide the new
flexibility so desperately needed by State gov-
ernors and transportation officials.

Mr. President, let me emphasize here that
this bill would in no way prevent a state
from using its entire allocation from the
Trust Fund for highways, but it would allow
the states the freedom to spend more on mass
transit facilities and vehicles where neces-
sary. Further, as I have stated many times in
the past, it is likely that buses, and therefore
highways in one form or another, will be
selected by most cities as they seek to pro-
vide individualized mass transit systems to
serve their people, Flexibility is the real key
to this bill. The people of this country clearly
recognize the need for greater flexibility and
better balance in transportation planning
and funding, and I look forward to hearings
on my proposals at the earliest possible date.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that the complete text of my bill be included
in the Record at this point.

8. 3037

A bill to amend The Federal Ald Highway
Act of 1956, as amended

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SecrroN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Federal Ald Highway Act of 1972.”

SEec. 2. Section 142 of Title 23 of the United
States Code is amended to read as follows:
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“URBAN PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

“Sgc. 142(a). To encourage the develop-
ment, improvement, and use of public trans-
portation systems operating motor vehicles
on interstate highways for the transportation
of passengers within urbanized areas so as
to increase the traffic capacity of the Federal
aid system, sums apportioned in accordance
with paragraph (5) of subsection (b) of sec-
tion 104 of this title shall be available to
finance the Federal share of the costs of
projects for the construction of exclusive or
preferential bus lanes, highway traffic con-
trol devices, passenger loading areas and fa-
cilities, including shelters, and fringe and
transportation corridor parking facilities to
serve bus and other public transportation
passengers.

“(b) To further encourage the develop-
ment, improvement, and use of public trans-
portation systems within urbanized areas,
sums appropriated in accordance with para-
graphs (1), (2), (8), and (6) of subsection
(b) of section 104 of this title shall be avail-
able for carrying out the purposes of the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 as
amended.

“(¢) The establishment of routes and
schedules of such public transportation sys-
tems shall be based upon a continuing com-
prehensive transportation planning process
carried on in accordance with section 134 of
this title.

““(d) For all purposes of this title, a project
authorized by subsections (a) and (b) of
this section shall be deemed to be a high-
way project and the Federal share payable
on account of such project shall be that pro-
vided in section 120 of this title.

“(e) No project authorized by this sec-
tion shall be approved unless the Secretary
of Transportation has received assurances
satisfactory to him from the state that pub-
lic transportation systems will have adequate
capability to fully wutilize the proposed
project.”

Bec. 3. Section 134(a) of Title 23 of the
United States Code is amended to read as
follows:

“Sgc. 134(a). It is declared to bhe in the
national interest to encourage and promote
the development of transportation systems,
embracing various modes of transport in a
manner that will serve the states and local
communities efficiently and effectively. To
accomplish this objective the Secretary shall
cooperate with the states, as authorized in
this title, in the development of long-range
comprehensive public transportation plans
and programs which are properly coordinated
with plans for improvements in other af-
fected forms of transportation and with the
plans of adjacent states and which are for-
mulated with due consideration to their
probable effect on the future development
of urban areas. The Secretary shall not ap=-
prove under this title any program for proj-
ects in any urban area uniless he finds that
such projects are based on a continuing com-
prehensive public transportation planning
process carried on cooperatively by states
and local communities in conformance with
the objectives stated in this section. No proj-
ect under this title may be approved unless
the responsible public officials of the urban
area in which the project is located have
been consulted and their views considered
with respect to the location, design and type
of the project.

Sec. 4. Bubsection (b) of Section 108 of
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, as
amended, is amended by striking out: “The
additional sum of $4,000,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, the additional
sum of $4,000,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975, and the additional sum of
$4,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1976.” and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “The additional sum of §3,00,000,=
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
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the additional sum of $3,000,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, the addi-
tional sum of $3,000,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976 and the additional
sum of $3,000,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1977.

SEec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of Title 23, United States Code,
tht followlng sums are hereby authorized:

(a) For the Federal-ald primary system
and the Federal-ald secondary system and
for their extension within urban areas, out
of the Highway Trust Fund, $1,100,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
#1,100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975, The sums authorized in this para-
graph for each fiscal year shall be available
for expenditure as follows:

(1) 45 per centum for projects on the Fed-
eral-ald primary highway system;

(2) 30 per centum for projects on the Fed-
eral-aid secondary system; and

(3) 256 per centum for projects on exten-
sions of the Federal-ald primary and Federal-
aid secondary highway systems in urban
areas.

(b) For the Federal-ald primary system
and the Federal-aid secondary system, exclu-
elve of their extensions in urban areas, out
of the Highway Trust Fund, $125,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$125,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1975, such sums to be in addition to the
sums authorized in Subsection (a) of this
Sectlon. The sums authorized in this para-
graph for each fiscal year shall be avallable
for expenditure as follows:

(1) 60 per centum for projects on the Fed-
eral-aid primary highway system; and

(2) 40 per centum for projects on the Fed-
eral-ald secondary system.

(c) For the Federal-ald urban system, out
of the Highway Trust Fund, $1,000,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
$1,200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1975.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish to
speak on the highway bill introduced at
the request of the Senator from Con-

necticut (Mr. WEercker). Although I
strongly urge the revision of one provi-
sion of the bill, I support its intent to
allow greater flexibility in the use of
Federal-aid highway funds for urban
transportation.

This bill would permit Federal-aid
highway funds to be used in the plan-
ning, design, and construction of rail-
ways and other modes of urban trans-
portation in addition to highways, and
for the purchase of rolling stock—
whether buses, railway cars, or other
conveyances.

It would strengthen the planning
requirements of section 134(a) of title
23, and would increase appropriations
for urban transportation needs while
decreasing annual appropriations for the
Interstate System and extend the life
of the Interstate program.

What this bill intends to accomplish,
and what I believe all of us who have a
responsibility for transportation policy
seek to accomplish, is a balanced trans-
portation system. We hear that phrase
often, but I think the concept an im-
portant one. A balanced system makes
the best use of all available means of
transportation, and does not favor the
interests of one segment of the popula-
tion over another.

Because I favor such a balance, I do
wish to emphasize one point about this
bill in its present form which I believe
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should be changed. As introduced, the
bill would permit funds designated for
rural primary and secondary roads to be
used for mass transportation—primarily
urban needs. This provision should be
eliminated. Rural areas should not be
placed in the position of taking what is
left over after the needs of other areas
are satisfied. Funds appropriated by
Congress for rural transportation sys-
tems should be used for rural purposes.

I do, however, favor allowing States
and cities the flexibility prescribed by
this bill in their use of Federal-aid
funds appropriated for the urban high-
way program. Primary and secondary
funds, excluding those for urban exten-
sions, should not be affected by the pro-
visions of the bill.

With the exception of this one area
of disagreement, I believe the bill pro-
vides for a program consistent with the
national policy—as stated in previous
highway legislation—of developing a
balanced transportation system.

In 1962, Congress enacted what is now
section 134(a) of title 23, which declared
it to be “in the national interest to en-
courage and promote the development of
transportation systems, embracing var-
ious modes of transport in a manner that
will serve the States and local communi-
ties efficiently and effectively.” The sec-
tion required that highway planning in
urbanized areas be coordinated with
other forms of transportation.

In 1968, the urban area traffic opera-
tions improvement program, referred to
as TOPICS, was enacted to reduce traffic
congestion and facilitate the flow of traf-
fic in urban areas. This program provided
for traffic control devices, loading and
unloading ramps, grade separation of
interseetions and other projects to pro-
mote a smoother flow of traffic.

The Highway Act of 1970 contained
several provisions directly related to
achieving balanced transportation sys-
tems. Section 142, which Senator WeIick-
ER’s bill would amend, was added to title
23 and authorized use of Federal-aid
highway funds to construct fringe park-
ing facilities for bus and other public
mass transportation passengers, prefer-
ential bus lanes, and bus loading areas
and shelters.

While this bill if enacted would, for the
first time, specifically allow the use of
highway funds for transportation modes
other than highways, I believe that would
be an extension of past policy rather
than a departure from it. As the history
of highway legislation shows, we have
been moving toward a broader definition
of programs to benefit hichway travel. In
some urban areas, it appears that what
would help most to relieve this conges-
tion is not more or wider roads, but al-
ternatives to highway travel. At the pres-
ent time, Federal funds available for
highway projects so far exceed those
available for other forms of tramsporta-
tion that a community’s decision on the
solution of its transportation problem
may be too heavily weighted in favor of
highway projects. This bill would en-
courage urban areas to arrive at the best
combination of transportation modes to
satisfy their needs.
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I would like to point out here that the
use of highway funds for public trans-
portation may in most cases mean using
those funds for road-related transit sys-
tems. Almost 75 percent of all mass tran-
sit passengers are bus passengers; if we
exclude New York City, the ratio of bus
to rail passengers on the Nation's mass
transit systems is 9 to 1. Thus, when we
talk of funds for mass transportation,
we are certainly including the improve-
ment of bus systems and the road net-
works they use.

Senator WEeIcker's bill modifies sec-
tion 134(a) of title 23 to require inter-
state and intermodal planning for the
solution of urban transportation prob-
lems. I support this modification.

I would like to call attention also to
the following section, section 134(b) of
title 23, which I offered as an amend-
ment to the Highway Act of 1970, and
which was approved. This section au-
thorizes the Secretary of Transportation
to designate critical transportation
regions and provide assistance to plan-
ning bodies established in those regions
to develop comprehensive, integrated
transportation plans. The section speci-
fically calls for planning which embraces
various modes of transportation and for
consultation with the Governors—not
the highway departments—of the States
in the regions involved. Section 134(b)
gives the Secretary authority to begin
to solve problems of coordination be-
tween transportation modes in regions
comprising several local and State juris-
dictions. In enacting 1972 highway leg-
islation, I would like Congress to make
known to the Secretary its intent that
he exercise, to the fullest, the authority
vested in him by this section and that he
actively implement planning programs
to assist States and communities in de-
veloping balanced transportation sys-
tems. I would like to see increased funds
made available to the Secretary to carry
out the programs in this section, which,
I believe, will be complemented and
strengthened by the provisions of Sena-
tor WEICKER's bill.

I would now like to comment very
briefly on the proposed shift of Federal
highway funds from the Interstate to the
urban system. The bill proposes and in-
tends no cutback or curtailment of the
Interstate program; it simply recognizes
the urgency of urban needs in relation to
the completion date of the Interstate
system. Representatives of the chief of-
ficials of State Highway Departments
have lent support to such a reordering of
priorities, with increased emphasis on
urban needs.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
solutions to urban transportation prob-
lems are possible only through compre-
hensive planning, with greater flexibility
permitted the planners. A program
which limits its focus to highways may
not serve the goal of a balanced sysfem.
I believe the bill offered by Senator
Weicker, with the reservation I have
pointed out, provides a realistic approach
to the urban transportation problem,
and to the best future use of the high-
way trust fund.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

5. 582

At the request of Mr, HoLrings, the
Senator from California (Mr. TUNNEY)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 582, a
bill to establish a national policy to de-
velop a national program for the man-
agement, beneficial use, protection, and
development of the land and water re-
sources of the Nation’s coastal and estu-
arine zones.

8. 2675

At the request of the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RanporLrH), the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHWEI-
KER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 2675,
a bill to amend certain provisions of the
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act of 1969 relating to payment of black
lung benefits.

SBENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 169

At the request of Mr. HorLrines, the
Senator from Delaware (Mr, Boges), the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY),
the Senator from EKentucky (Mr. Coox),
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. Mc-
Gee), and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PELL) were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 169, to
pay tribute to law-enforcement officers
of this country on Law Day, May 1, 1972.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1B1

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, on Decem-
ber 6 I introduced Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 181 to establish a Joint House-
Senate Committee on Aging.

In addition to its other responsibilities,
this committee would be given the spe-
cific assignment of following up on the
White House Conference on Aging. I
am pleased to add Senator Baker’s name
to those who have agreed to cosponsor
this measure and I ask unanimous con-
sent that at the next printing of the bill
his name be added.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNI-
TIES ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1971—
AMENDMENTS

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

AMENDMENT NO. 787

Mr. SCHWEIEKER (for Mr. Tart) (for
himself and Mr. Javits) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed to
the bill (8. 2515) to further promote
equal employment opportunities for
American workers.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, many busi-
nessmen have expressed the concern
that the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission will be investigator, prosecu-~
tor, and judge. I share the concern that
this agency should not have all of these
powers combined under a centralized au-
thority. For that reason I am today in-
troducing for myself, the Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr., ScHWEIKER, and the
Senator from New York, Mr. JaviTs, an
amendment to separate the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel so that it can operate au-
tonomously from the remainder of the
Commission,

Under this amendment, the General
Counsel of the Commission shall be au-
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tonomous and shall be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, for a term of 4
years, The General Counsel shall have
full responsibility for the issuance of all
complaints, the prosecution of such com-
plaints before the Commission and the
conduct of litigation.

I have deliberately separated the in-
vestigatory and prosecutory functions
under this amendment, since I believe
that the General Counsel will be able to
act far more objectively and dispassion-
ately in reviewing these cases if there is
a separation of personnel so that those
who have investigated a case will not
be those who will make a prosecutory de-
cision.

In order to facilitate the working re-
lationship between the General Coun-
sel’s staff and the EEOC staff in the field,
this amendment provides that the Chair-
man shall concur in the appointment of
the regional attorneys and the General
Counsel shall concur in the appointment
of regional directors.

I believe that this provision will go a
long way toward avoiding the difficulties
which otherwise might be present in hav-
ing a divided staff at the field level. In
all other respects, however, the General
Counsel’s staff shall be completely au-
tonomous from that of the Commission.

So that there will be no misunder-
standing of the intent of this amend-
ment, the General Counsel will be able
to decide whether or not he wishes to
bring an action. The only area in which
the General Counsel shall not have dis-
cretion shall be in those instances where
the Commission recommends that the
General Counsel seek a temporary in-
junction in court. In such cases the
General Counsel shall act. I believe that
the discretion of the General Counsel is
not required in these instances because
these cases will be brought in the U.S.
Circuit Courts of Appeals and conse-
quently these cases do not involve situa-
tions where the Commission is able to act
as investigator, prosecutor, and judge.

In all other situations, the General
Counsel will be able to review facts in-
dependently and decide for himself
whether or not he wishes to launch a
prosecution and the manner in which
that prosecution shall be handled.

Under this amendment, after the issu-
ance of a complaint, proceedings may be
ended by agreement between the General
Counsel and the respondent upon the ap-
proval of the Commission.

If this amendment is adopted, I will
be able to support the bill as written. As
I stated in my supplemental views to the
committee report the adoption of this
amendment “will insure procedural fair-
ness in the administrative operation of
the Commission and eliminate some seri-
ous objections to broaden Commission
authority.” If this amendment is not
adopted, I may not be able to support
the bill as written.

I have discussed the amendment with
the chairman of the committee and my
staffl has worked closely with the staff
of the chairman in preparing the amend-
ment. I have written to the chairman
about the amendment and have received
his reply. I ask unanimous consent that
the letters be printed in the Recorp. I
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also ask that the text of the amendment
be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

JANUARY 17, 1972,
Hon. HarrisoN A. WILLIAMS, JT.,
Chairman, Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As you will recall,
when we were marking up 8. 2515, I indi-
cated that I would be offering an amendment
to make the office of General Counsel inde-
pendent from the remainder of the EEOC.
You requested that I reserve this amend-
ment in order that our respective staffs could
have an opportunity to get together and
work out agreeable language.

I am enclosing & copy of the amendment
which I intend to offer. I understand that
it has been reviewed at length by members
of your staff. I would hope that this amend-
ment will be agreeable to you and that you
will be able to accept it on the floor.

With kind regards,

Sincerely,
ROBERT TAFT, Jr.
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC
WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., January 18, 1972.
Hon. RoBERT TAFT, JR.,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR TarFr: This will acknowledge
your letter of January 17th in which you ex-
press your intention to introduce an amend-
ment to 8. 2515 which would create a statu-
tory General Counsel within the organiza-
tional framework of the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission.

I know how concerned you have been that
the enforcement procedures reported by the
Committee in S. 2515 have the maximum re-
quirement of fairness and due process for all
parties. The approach you suggest has been
a part of the National Labor Relations Board
and has worked successfully for many years.
A similar provision was offered to S. 2453 last
year and accepted, and I will recommend that
the Senate agree to your amendment at the
appropriate time in the debates. It certainly
is agreeable to me.

With kind personal regards,

Sincerely,
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JT.,
Chairman.

AMENDMENTs No. 707

On page 38, line 11, immediately after
“shall”, insert the following: “so notify the
General Counsel who may".

On page 40, line 23, immediately after
“Commission” insert the following: “or, after
issuance of a complaint, the General Coun-
sel upon approval of the Commission”.

On page 43, line 15, immediately after
“The' insert the following: “General Coun-
sel, upon the recommendation of the’; im-
mediately after “Commission” insert a com-
ma; and strike out the word “may” and
insert in lieu thereof “shall”.

On page 43, line 18, strike out “it's” and
insert in lieu thereof *“the Commission’s".

On page 43, line 20, strike out “its" and
insert in leu thereof “the Commission’s”.

On page 43, line 22, strike out “Commis-
sion” and insert in lieu thereof “General
Counsel”,

On page 45, line 19, strike out “Commis~
sion” and insert in lieu thereof “General
Counsel”.

On page 46, line 3, strike out “Commis-
sion” and insert in lieu thereof “General
Counsel”,

On page 486, line 4, strike out “its” and in-
sert in lleu thereof “the Commission's”.

On page 46, line 21, immediately after
“the"” insert the following: *“the General
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Counsel, upon the recommendation of the”;
and immediately after “Commission” insert a
comma.

On page 46, line 22, strike out “it” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “he".

On page 46, line 23, strike out "its"” and
insert in lieu thereof “the Commission’s".

On page 47, line 23, strike out “Commis-
sion" and insert in lleu thereof “General
Counsel”.

On page 49, line 8, strike out “Commlis-
sion” and insert in lleu thereof “General
Counsel”.

On page 50, line 1, immediately after “and
the" insert “General Counsel, upon the rec-
ommendation of the”; and immediately after
“Commission"” insert a comma.

On page 50, line 1, strike out “may” and
insert in lleu thereof “shall".

On page 56, lines 16 and 17, strike out
“Commission” and insert In leu thereof
“General Counsel”.

On page 58, llne 18, immediately after
“and”, Insert the following: *, except as pro-
vided in subsection (b),"”.

On page 58, line 22, immediately after “‘em-
ployees”, insert the following: “, except that
reglonal directors of the Commission shall
be appointed by the Chairman with the
concurrence of the General Counsel.”.

On page 59, immediately after line 22, in-
sert & new subsection (e) as follows:

“(e) (1) Section T05 of the Act is amended
by inserting the following new subsection
(b):

“!(b) There shall be a General Counsel of
the Commission appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, for a term of four years. The General
Counsel shall have responsibility for the is-
suance of compaints, the prosecution of
such complaints before the Commission, and
the conduct of litigation as provided in sec-
tions 706 and 707 of this title. The General
Counsel shall have such other duties as the
Commission may prescribe or as may be pro-
vided by law. The General Counsel shall ap-
point regional attorneys with the concur-
rence of the Chairman, and shall appoint
such other employees in the Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel as may be necessary to assist in
carrying out the General Counsel’s responsi-
bilities and functions under this title. In ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 554
(d) of title 5, United States Code, no ems-
ployee or agent of the Commission may en-
gage in the performance of prosecutorial
functions for the Commission in a case or
any factually related case, and also partici-
pate or advise in the decision, recommended
decision, or Commission review of a decislon,
except as a witness In public proceedings.
The General Counsel of the Commission on
the effective date of this Act shall continue
in such position and perform the functions
specified in this subsection until a successor
is appolnted and qualified.’

*“(2) Subsections (b) through (]) of sec-
tion 706 of such Act are redesignated as sub-
sectlons (c) through (k), respectively.”

On page 59, line 23, strike out “(e)" and
insert in lieu thereof **(f)".

On page 60, line 3, strike out “(f)" and in-
sert in lieu thereof *“(g)"'.

On page 60, line 7, strlke out “(g)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(h)".

On page 61, line 10, strike out “(h)" and
insert in lieu thereof “'(i)".

On page 61, following line 23, add the fol-
lowing new subsection 9(d), as follows:

*(d) Section 5316 of such title is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new clause:

“(181) General Counsel of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission."

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FURTHER
HEARINGS ON BLACEK LUNG BEN-
EFIT LEGISLATION

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, this is
to announce that the Subcommittee on
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Labor of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare will continue its hearings
on legislation to amend title IV of the
Federal Coal Mine Health and Safety
Act of 1969. Two days of hearings are
scheduled, both to begin at 9:30 a.m. in
room 4200, New Senate Office Building.
The dates are Thursday, January 27,
1972, and Friday, January 28, 1972.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON A TREATY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the Committee on
Foreign Relations will initiate hearings
on the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nu-
clear Weapons on the Seabed commenc-
ing on January 27, 1972. The hearings
will be held in room 4221 in the New Sen-
ate Office Building beginning at 9:30 a.m.
each day of the hearings. At the outset of
the hearings the committee will hear rep-
resentatives of the administration; the
committee will then hear public testi-
mony. Any United States citizen wishing
to testify should communicate with Ar-
thur M. Kuhl, chief clerk, of the com-
mittee staff. Senator PeLL will preside
at the hearings.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

ORDER OF THE PRESIDENT PRO
TEMPORE IMPLEMENTING PRO-
VISIONS OF FEDERAL PAY COM-
PARABILITY ACT OF 1970

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, pur-
suant to the Federal Pay Comparability
Act of 1970, as reinstated by section 3 of
Public Law 92-210, approved December
22, 1971, the President of the United
States, by Executive Order 11637 of De-
cember 22, 1971, authorized a 5.5-percent
salary increase for the Federal pay sys-
tems under his jurisdiction.

In discharging my responsibility as
President pro tempore of the Senate, and
under authority vested in me by section
4 of the Federal Pay Comparability Act
of 1970, I issued an order implementing
the action of the President for the U.S.
Senate. I ask unanimous consent that
this order be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the order
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[U.S. Senate, Office of the President pro

tempore]
ORDER

By virtue of the authority vested in me by
section 4 of the Federal Pay Comparability
Act of 1970 and section 3 of the Economic
Stabllization Act Amendments of 1971, it is
hereby—

Ordered,

CONVERSION TO NEW MULTIPLE

Secrion 1. (a) Except as otherwise speci-
filed in this order or unless an annual rate
of compensation of an employea whose com-
pensation is disbursed by the Secretary of
the Senate is adjusted in accordance with
the provisions of this order, the annual rate
of compensation of each employee whose
compensation is disbursed by the secretary
of the Senate is adjusted to the lowest mul-
tiple of $259 which 1s not lower than the rate
such employee was recelving immediately
prior to January 1, 1972.

(b) For purposes of this order—

(1) “employee" includes an officer other
than a Senator; and
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(2) “annual rate of compensation" shall
not include longevity compensation author-
ized by section 106 of the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, 1963, as amended.

RATE INCREASES FOR SPECIFIED POSITIONS

Sec. 2. (a) The annual rates of compensa~
tion of the Secretary of the Senate, the
Sergeant at Arms, the Legislative Counsel,
the Comptroller of the Senate, the secretary
for the majority (other than the present in-
cumbent), the secretary for the minority,
and the four SBenior Counsel in the Office
of the Legislative Counsel (as such rates
were increased by prior orders of the Presi~
dent pro tempore) are further increased by
5.5 percent, and as so increased, adjusted to
the nearest multiple of $2569. Notwithstand-
ing the provisions of this subsection, an in-
dividual occupying a position whose annual
rate of compensation is determined under
this subsection shall not be paid, by reason
of the promulgation of this order, an annual
rate of compensation in excess of the annual
rate of basic pay, which is now or may here-
after be in effect, for positions in level V of
the Executive Schedule under section 5316
of title 5, United States Code.

(b) The maximum annual rates of com-
pensation of the Secretary for the Majority
(as long as that position is occupied by the
present incumbent), the Assistant Secretary
of the Senate, the Parliamentarian, the
Financial Clerk, and the Chief Reporter of
Debates are increased by 5.5 percent, and as
so increased, adjusted to the nearest multiple
of $259. Notwithstanding the provisions of
this subsection, an individual occupying a
position whose annual rate of compensation
is determined under this subsection shall
not have his compensation fixed, by reason
of the promulgation of this Order, at an
annusl rate in excess of the annual rate of
basic pay, which is now or may hereafter be
in effect, for positions in level V of the
Executive Schedule under section 6318 of
title 5, United States Code.

(c) The maximum annual rates of com-
pensation of the Administrative Assistant in
the Office of the Majority Leader, the Admin-
istrative Assistant in the Office of the Major-
ity Whip, the Administrative Assistant in the
Office of the Minority Leader, the Adminis-
trative Assistant in the Office of the Minority
‘Whip, the seven Reporters of Debates in the
Office of the Secretary, the Assistant Secre-
tary for the Majority, and the Assistant
Becretary for the Minority are increased by
5.5 percent, and as so increased, adjusted to
the nearest multiple of $259. Notwithstand-
ing the provisions of this subsection, each
individual occupying any such position shall
not have his compensation fixed, by reason
of the promulgation of this Order, at an
anual rate in excess of $£35,742, until the
annual rate of basic pay for positions at such
level V is increased to $38,000 or more, except
that any Individual occupying the position
of Administrative Assistant in the Office of
the Majority Whip or Minority Whip shall
not have his compensation fixed, by reason
of the promulgation of this Order at an
annual rate in excess of $34,447 until such
rate for level V is increased to $38,000 or
more.

CHAPLAIN'S OFFICE

Sec. 8. The annual rate of compensation
of the Chaplian is adjusted to that multiple
of $259 which is nearest to the annual rate
of compensation he was receiving imme-
diately prior to January 1, 1972. The maxi-
mum annual rate of compensation for the
position of secretary to the Chaplain is the
maximum rate in effect immediately prior to
January 1, 1972, adjusted to the nearest
multiple of $2508.

OFFICES OF THE SENATE

Sec. 4. (&) Any specific rate of compen-
sation established by law, as such rate has
been increased by or pursuant to law, for
any position under the jurisdiction of the
Sergeant at Arms (including positions es-
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tablished by the Supplemental Appropri-
ations Act, 1972) shall be considered as the
maximum annual rate of compensation for
that position. Each such maximum annual
rate is increased by 5.5 percent, and as so
increased, adjusted to the nearest multiple
of $259. The Sergeant at Arms is hereafter
authorized to adjust the rate of compensa-
tion of an individual occupying any such
position to a rate not exceeding such maxi-
mum rate as authorized by this Order or
hereafter changed by or pursuant to law.

(b) The maximum annual rates of com-
pensation for positions or classes of posi-
tions (other then those positions referred
to in sections 2 (b) and (c) of this Order)
under the jurisdiction of the Majority and
Minority Leaders, the Majority and Minority
Whips, the Secretary of the Senate, the Sec-
retary for the Minority and the Comptroller
of the Senate are increased by 5.5 percent,
and as so increased, adjusted to the mearest
multiple of $2569.

(¢) The following individuals are au-
thorized to Increase the annual rates of
compensation of the employees specified by
5.5 percent, and as so increased, adjusted to
the nearest multiple of $2509:

(1) the Vice President, for any employee
under his jurisdiction;

(2) the President pro tempore, for any em-
ployee under his jurisdiction (other than the
Comptroller of the Senate);

(3) the Majority Leader, the Minority Lead-
er, the Majority Whip, and the Minority
Whip, for any employee under the jurisdic-
tion of that Leader or Whip (subject to the
provisions of section 2 (¢) of this Order);

(4) the Majority Leader, for the Secretary
for the Majority so long as the position is
occupied by the present incumbent (sub-
ject to the provisions of section 2 (b) of
this Order) ;

(6) the SBecretary of the Benate, for any
employee under his jurisdiction (subject to
the provisions of sections 2 (b) and (¢) of
this Order);

(6) the Sergeant at Arms, for any em-
ployee under his jurisdiction;

{(7) the Comptroller of the Senate, for his
secretary;

(8) the Legislative Counsel, subject to the
approval of the President pro tempore, for
any employee in that Office (other than the
four Benlor Counsel);

(9) the Secretary for the Majority and the
Becretary for the Minority, for any employee
under the jurisdiction of that Secretary (sub-
ject to the provisions of section 2 (¢) of this
Order); and

(10) the Capitol Guide Board, for the
Chief Guide, the Assistant Chief Gulde, and
the Guides of the Capitol Guide Service.

(d) The figure *“$738", appearing in the
first sentence of section 108 (b) of the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriation Act, 1963, as
amended (as increased by prior Orders of the
President pro tempore), shall be deemed to
refer to the figure “$777".

(e) The limitation on the rate per hour
per person provided by applicable law im-
mediately prior to January 1, 1872, with re-
spect to the folding of speeches and pamph=~
lets for the Senate, is increased by 5.5 per-
cent. The amount of such increase shall be
computed to the nearest cent, counting one-
half cent and over as a whole cent.

COMMITTEE STAFFS

Sec.5. (a) Subject to the provisions of
sectlon 105 of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priation Act, 1968, as amended (as modified
by this Order), and the other provisions of
this Order, the chairman of any standing or
select committee of the Senate (including
the majority and minority policy commit-
tees and the conference majority and con-
ference minority of the Senate), and the
chairman of any jolnt committee of the Con-
gress whose funds are disbursed by the
Secretary of the Senate are each authorized
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to Increase the annual rate of compensation
of any employee of the committee, or subcom-
mittee thereof, of which he is chairman, by
5.6 percent, and as so increased, adjusted to
the nearest multiple of $259.

(b) (1) The figures “$8,118", “§14,514",
““$14,022", “$18,450", "$21,402", and *$20,418"
appearing in section 105 (e) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1968, as
amended (as modified by the Order of the
Presldent pro tempore of January 15, 1971),
shall be deemed to refer to the figures
"88.288". n$15’231n, 11014'2*5"' "518.648".
*$22,633", and “$20,461", respectively.

(2) The maximum annual rates of $32,-
712, $34,104, and $35,496 appearing In such
sectlon, and as increased and adjusted by
section 6(b) (2) of the order of the President
pro tempore of January 15, 1971, are each
further increased by 5.6 percent, and as so
increased, adjusted to the nearest multiple
of $250. Notwithstanding the provisions of
this paragraph, any individual occupying a
position to which any such rate applies (A)
shall not have his compensation fixed at a
rate exceeding $32,803, $34,447, or 35742
per annum, respectively, as long as the an-
nual rate of basic pay for positions at level
V of the Executive schedule under section
5316 of title 5, United States Code, 1s less
than 38,000, and (B) shall not have his
compensation fixed at a rate exceeding $34,-
706, $36,260, or $37,814 per annum, respec-
tively, as long as such annual rate for posi-
tions at that level V is $38,00 or more but
less than $40,000.

SENATOR'S OFFICES

Bec. 6. (a) Subject to the provisions of
section 106 of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriation Act, 1968, as amended (as modi-
fied by this order), and the other provisions
of this order, each Senator is authorized to
increase the annual rate of compensation of
any employee in his office by 5.5 percent, and
as so increased, adjusted to the nearest mul-
tiple of $2569.

({b) The table contained In section 1056
(d) (1) of such Act, as amended by the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1972, shall be
deemed to read as follows:

“$311,677 if the population of his State is
less than 3,000,000;

“$338,772 if such population 1s 3,000,000
but less than 4,000,000;

““$363,377 if such population is 4,000,000
but less than 5,000,000;

“$382,025 if such population is 5,000,000
but less than 7,000,000,

““$402,227 if such population is 7,000,000
but less than 9,000,000;

“$424,760 If such population is 9,000,000
but less than 10,000,000;

“$447,203 if such population is 10,000,000
but less than 11,000,000;

““$469,826 if such population is 11,000,000
but less than 12,000,000;

“$462,359 If such population is 12,000,000
but less than 13,000,000;

“$514,374 If such population 1s 13,000,000
but less than 15,000,000;

“$536,389 If such population 1s 15,000,000
but less than 17,000,000;

“$568,145 if such population is 17,000,000
or more.".

(c) (1) The figures “$1,230", “$19,680", and
“$26,668" appearing in the second sentence
of section 105(d)(2) of such Act shall be
deemed to refer to the figures *“§1,295",
'$20,720", and "$27,072", respectively.

(2) The maximum annual rates of $32,228,
$33,702, and $35,178 appearing in such sec-
ond sentence are each increased by 5.5 per-
cent, and as so increased, adjusted to the
nearest multiple of $253. Notwithstanding
the provisions of this paragraph, any indi-
vidual occupying a position to which such
rate applies shall not have his compensation
fixed at a rate exceeding $32,803, $34,447, or
$35,742, per annum, respectively, until the
annual rate of basic pay for positions at
level V of the Executive Schedule under sec-
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tion 5316 of title 5, United States Code, is
increased to $38,000 or more.
GENERAL LIMITATION

Sec. 7. (a) The figure “$1,230" appearing
in section 105(f) of the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, 1968, as amended, shall
be deemed to read “$1,295".

(b) The maximum annual rate of com-
pensation of $35,496 appearing in such sec-
tion, as increased by section T(b) of the
Order of the President pro tempore of Janu-
ary 15, 1971, is further increased by 5.5 per-
cent, and as so increased, adjusted to the
nearest mutliple of $259. Notwithstanding
the provisions of this subsection, any indi-
vidual occupying a position to which such
rate applies (1) shall not have his compen-
sation fixed at a rate exceeding $35,742 per
annum as long as the annual rate of basic
pay for positions at level V of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United
States Code, Is less than #$38,000, and (2),
shall not have his compensation fixed at a
rate exceeding $37,814 per annum as long
as such annual rate for positions at that
level V is $38,000 or more but less than
$40,000.

NOTIFYING DISBURSING OFFICE OF INCREASES

SEc. 8. In order for an employee to be paid
an increase In the annual rate of his com-
pensation authorized under section 4, 5, or
6 of this Order, the individual designated
by such section to authorize an increased
rate shall notify the disbursing office of the
Senate in writing that he authorizes an in-
crease In such rate for that employee and
the date such increase is to be effective.

DUAL COMPENSATION

Sec. 9. The figure “$7,724” contalned in
sectlon 5633 (c) (1) of title 5, United States
Code, insofar as such sectlon relates to in-
dividuals whose pay is disbursed by the SBec-
retary of the Senate, shall be deemed, inso-
far as such section relates to such individuals,
to refer to the figure “$8,637".

EFFECTIVE DATE

SEec. 10. Sections 1-9 of this Order are ef-
fective January 1, 1972. This section shall
not be construed as prohibiting the filing
with the disbursing office of the Senate, on
any day earlier than such date, a notice
authorizing an increase under this Order in
the rate of compensation of an individual
if such increase is not effective prior to such
date,

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.
DeCcEMBER 23, 1971.

TRIBUTES TO THE LATE SENATOR
PROUTY OF VERMONT

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, I present
for printing in the Recorp eulogies to
the late Senator Winston L. Prouty, by
Gov. Deane C. Davis of Vermont,
and by the legislature of the State of
Vermont. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the eulogies will be
printed in the RECORD.

The eulogies are as follows:

REMaARKS BY Gov. DEANE C. Davis IN
Evrocy oF OUR LaTE SENATOR WiNsTON L.
PROUTY
Tonight, in the shadow of Win Prouty's

distinguished career, I find myself faced

with a difficult task—that of expressing in
adequate terms our thoughts of his greatness.

There is no tribute I can pay that will
increase his stature in your minds or on the
pages of history. The story of this man—
friend, patriot, farsighted legislator—can-
not be told adequately in words. But it is
told, and lastingly told, in his own deeds.

It is a story that will not be forgotten by
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those of us who knew him, worked with him,
and deeply respected him.

I could not let this occasion pass without
adding my deeply grateful appreciation for
his service to all of us and my profound
sorrow at his passing. Win's passing has left
a void that is both personal and deep. My
affection for Win was borne of a feeling that
this great State was his very life and as he
was devoted to us, we were devoted to him.

This is not the time to attempt a lengthy
statement, but I would, as I reflect upon the
life of our late Senator, observe that of all
the memories I have of Win, by far the most
memorable will always be the enduring ex-
ample of his personal integrity., He was a
superior man because of this.

As the apostle has told us: “Him that is
great among you, let him become your serv-
ant” and so our good friend made himself a
servant, not of one class or group, but of all
of us.

We here who knew him best chose him as
our standard bearer, and Vermonters of all
persuasions reciprocated in expressing their
confldence in our selection by entrusting the
mantle of leadership upon our chosen repre-
sentative.

Although a stalwart Republican who strove
mightily to advance the interest of our party,
I know from having campaigned with him last
fall that his constant and principal concern
was the welfare and progress of his beloved
constituents,

He never forgot that it was the people who
sent him to Washington for over twenty
years, through years of recession and years of
prosperity.

He would not let any of us forget this un-
assallable confidence in the judgment of Ver-
monters. He was prepared always to abide by
their cholces. Vermonters, he reasoned, would
not be fooled for long and poor choices would
be corrected.

He insisted that a consclentious concern
for the common good be held aloft as the
standard to which all worthy politicians could
aspire.

As he himself so aptly expressed it:

“A man cannot delegate his conscience to
the crowd. It i8 as solitary as his soul.”

He would not let any of us forget this
bedrock truth and for the enduring example
set by this conception of the public trust.
I remain indebted to him.

He was truly a Green Mountain patriot.
He was forever loyal to old traditions and
forever alert to nmew ways to serve soclal
progress and human freedom. He dedicated
his life to compassion and understanding in
our behalf.

He focused his legislative concerns on the
plight of our elderly, on the need for ed-
ucating our youngsters and providing mean-
ingful employment for the unskilled and
otherwise disadvantaged. His thoughts and
energies were directed toward the people and
his resolve was to help those who justly
needed and deserved the benefits of his leg-
islative skills. Regardless of his work sched-
ule, he cared and took the time to champion
the cause of the sick, the afllicted and the
destitute.

“When someone writes me on tablet paper
with a lead pencil,” he once told me, “I figure
what he’s writing me about is pretty import-
ant to him.”

He never forgot the people, the plain aver-
age people who put their trust in him, nor
did they ever once lose falth in him.

This, my friends, was a great and good
man, To him we owe a debt of gratitude for
demonstrating to us the values of honesty
without vanity and friendship without false-
hood.

If he were here tonight, he would urge us
to maintain the traditions of Vermont's pa-
triots whom he emulated in thought and
action.,

His life and his achievements will be emu-
lated—but not surpassed. Surely here was

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a man whose imprint upon this State will
be one for good and strength long after
all of us have left this earth.

His place in history is secure.

It can truly be sald he left “footprints
on the sands of time.”

And now it is our duty to carry on the
legacy of devotion to the public interest
which his example has taught us. This is
the monument which we can all help build
to this outstanding Vermonter.

JOINT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING SYMPATHY ON
THE DEATH oF U.8. BENATOR WINsTON L.
ProuTY, WHICH WAS ENACTED BY THE GEN-
ERAL ASSEMBLY AND APFROVED JANUARY 10,
1972.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and affixed my Officlal Seal, at
Montpelier, this 11th day of January A.D.,
1972,

RICHARD C. THOMAS,
Secretary of State.
JRH. 58. JoINT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING
SYMPATHY ON THE DEATH oF U.S, SENATOR
WinsToN L. PROUTY

Whereas, United States Senator Winston
L. Prouty died September 10, 1971, at the
age of 65; and

Whereas, Win Prouty was active in mu-
nicipal, state and federal government for
many years, having served most ably as mayor
of his home town of Newport, as representa-
tive to the General Assembly from the city
in 1941 and 1945, being elected Speaker in
1947, member of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives from 1951 to 1959, and of the U.S.
Senate from 1859 until his death; and

Whereas, during that long and dedicated
service to his beloved city, state and country
he dedicated his life and his legislative con-
cerns with humility and integrity on the
plight of our elderly, the sick, the afflicted
and the destitute. His thoughts and energies
were directed on the need for educating our
youngsters and providing meaningful em-
ployment for the unskilled and otherwise dis-
advantaged,; and

Whereas, during that entire period Win
Prouty demonstrated his leadership and dedi-
cation to the principles of good government.
As he himself so aptly expressed it “A man
cannot delegate his conscience to the crowd.
It is as solitary as his soul”; and

Whereas, with the passing of the Honorable
Winston L. Prouty, Vermont and the Nation
lost a well loved citizen and a humble and
dedicated public servant, now therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives: That we express our deep sym-
pathy and deep sense of loss on the death of
United States Senator Winston L. Prouty;
and be it further

Resolved: That the Secretary of State be
hereby instructed to send copies of this res-
olution to the bereaved family, to the Presi-
dent of the United States, the President of
the U.S. Senate, the Speaker of the U.S. House
of Representatives and to our Congressional
delegation.

Approved: January 10, 1972,

DeANE C. Davis,
Governor.
Warter L. EENNEDY,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Joun S. BURGESS,
President of the Senate.

THE CONDUCT OF U.S. FOREIGN
RELATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, an
extraordinary article by the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
(Mr, PuLBrIGHT) was published in the
New Yorker magazine of January 10. If
presents a perspective of the premises

237

upon which our foreign relations have
been conducted that will be educational
to the scholar as well as to every
American.

The article demonstrates the type of
perspective that is so vitally needed by
those in charge of, or interested in, for-
eign affairs and demonstrates again the
seriousness with which the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT)
takes his responsibilities and the ex-
traordinary contributions he makes to
these dialogs.

Congress has a responsibility of over-
sight in the conduct of Executive actions,
but Senator FULBRIGHT provides more
than oversight; he provides creativity
and perspective.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

IN THrALL To FrAr

For reasons still not wholly known and un-
derstood, the grand alliance of the Second
World War broke up almost as soon as vic=
tory was won, and the powers that had called
themselves “the United Nations” fell into
the pattern of hostility, periodic crisis, and
“limited” war that has characterized world
politics for the last twenty-five years. At
Yalta in February, 1945, the United States,
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union pledged
to maintain and strengthen in peace the
“unity of purpose and of action” that was
bringing victory in war. Just over two years
later, on March 12, 1947, President Truman
proclaimed the doctrine that came to be rec-
ognized as the basic rationale, from the
American standpoint, for the Cold War. Pres-
ident Truman based the appeal he made to
Congress for support of Greece and Turkey
not primarily on the specific circumstances
of those two countries at that time but on
& general formulation of the American na-
tional interest which held that “totalitarian
regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct
or indirect aggression, undermine the foun-
dations of international peace and hence the
security of the United States.” President
Truman went on to say that at that mo-
ment in world history “nearly every nation
must choose between alternative ways of
life”—the one based on democratic institu-
tions, like our own, and the other based on
“terror and oppression,” for which the model,
of course, was the Soviet Union,

Most of us thought we knew how and why
this great transition—from “unity of pur-
pose and of action” to Truman's declaration
of ideological warfare—had come about in so
short a time. The cause was Soviet Commu~
nist aggression, limited at the outset to
Stalin’s subjugation of Eastern Europe but
shown by Marxist-Leninist doetrine to be
universal in design, aimed at nothing less
than the Communization of the world.
American policy and opinion were pro-
foundly influenced in the early postwar pe-
riod by the thesis that George Kennan,
signing himself “X,"” set forth in Foreign Af-
fairs for July, 1947, which deplcted Soviet
policy as relentlessly expansionist, committed
by a fanatical ideology to filling “every nook
and cranny available . . . in the basin of
world power,” and “stopping only when it
meets with some unanswerable force.”
Warning against bluster and excessive reli-
ance on military force, Eennan nonetheless
called for an American policy of “unalter~
able counter force,” of “firm and vigilant
containment,” which he anticipated would
“increase enormously the strains under
which Boviet policy must operate,” and en-
courage changes within Russla leading to
“elther the breakup or the gradual mellow-
ing of Soviet power.”
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From Korea to Berlin to Cuba to Vietnam,
the Truman Doctrine governed America’s re-
sponse to the Communist world. Tactics
changed—from “massive retaliation” to
“limited war” and “counterinsurgency’—but
these were variations on a classic formula~-
tlon based on assumptions that few really
questioned. Sustained by an inert Congress,
the policymakers of the forties, fifties, and
early sixties were never compelled to re-
examine the premises of the Truman Doc-
trine, or even to defend them in construc-
tive adversary proceedings.

Change has come not from wisdom but
from disaster. The calamitous failure of
Ameriean poliey in Vietnam has induced on
the part of scholars, journalists, and politi-
clans a belated willingness to reexamine the
basic assumptions of American postwar pol-
icy. Induced by the agitations of the present
moment, this new look at old events may
well result in an excess of revision, or of
emotion, but the corrective is much needed
if we are to profit from experience and re-
cast our policies. It cannot be sald that the
assumptions underlying the Truman Doc-
trine were wholly false, especlally for their
time and place. But there is a powerful pre-
sumptive case against their subsequent uni-
versal application—the case deriving from
the disaster of our policy in Asia—and it
seems appropriate to look back and try to
discover how and why the promise of the
United Nations Charter gave way so quickly
to ideological warfare between East and
West.

Until fairly recently, I accepted the con-
ventional view that the United States had
acted in good faith to make the United Na-
tions work but that the Charter was under-
mined by the Soviet veto. In retrospect, this
seems less certain, and one suspects now
that, like the League of Nations before It,
the United Nations was orphaned at birth.
Whereas Woodrow Wilson's great creation
was abandoned to skeptical Europeans,
Franklin Roosevelt's project was consigned
to the care of unsympathetic men of his own
country. President Roosevelt died only two
weeks before the opening of the meeting in
San Francisco at which the United Nations
was organized. Truman, as a new and inex-
perienced President, was naturally more de-
pendent on his advisers than President
Roosevelt had been; among these, so far as
I know, none was & strong supporter of the
plan for & world organization, as Cordell Hull
had been. The Undersecretary of State, Dean
Acheson, was assigned to lobby for Senate
approval of the United Nations Charter, and
he recalled later that “I did my duty faith-
fully and successfully, but always believed
that the Charter was impractical.” And, with
even greater asperity and candor, he told
an interviewer in 1970, “I never thought the
United Nations was worth a damn. To a lot
of people it was a Holy Grall, and those who
set store by it had the misfortune to believe
their own bunk.”

Disdaining the United Nations, the framers
of the Truman Doctrine also nurtured an in-
tense hostility toward Communism and the
Soviet Union. Stalln, of course, did much to
earn this hostility, with his paranolac sus-
plciousness, the imposition of Soviet domi-
nation in Eastern Europe, and the use of
Western Communist parties as instruments
of Soviet policy. All this is well known. Less
well known, far more puzzling, and also more
pertinent to our position in the world today
is the eagerness with which we seized upon
postwar Soviet provocations and plunged
into the Cold War. If it be granted that
Stalin started the Cold War, it must also be
recognized that the Truman Administration
seemed to welcome 1t,

By early 1947—a year and a half after the
founding of the United Natlons—the as-
sumptions of the Cold War were all but un-
challenged within the United States govern-
ment. It was assumed that the object of
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Sovlet policy was the Communization of the
world; if Soviet behavior in Europe and
northern China were not proof enough, the
design was spelled out in the writings of
Lenin and Marx, which our policymakers
chose to read not as a body of political phi-
losophy but as the fleld manual of Soviet
strategy. It is true, of course, that by 1947,
with the United States virtually disarmed
and Western Europe In a condition of eco-
nomic paralysis, the Sovlet Unlon might
plausibly have tried to take over Western
Europe through the manipulation of Com-
munist parties, through military intimida-
tion, through economic strangulation, and
possibly even through direct military action.
The fact that Stalin could have done this,
and might well have tried but for timely
American countraction through the Marshall
Plan and the formation of NATO, was quickly
and uncritically taken as proof of a design
for unlimited conquest comparable to that
of Nazl Germany. Neither in the executive
branch of our government nor in Congress
were more than a few, isolated voices raised
to suggest the possibility that Soviet policy
in Europe might be motivated by morbid
fears for the security of the Soviet Union
rather than by a design for world conquest.
Virtually no one in a position of power was
receptive to the hypothesis that Soviet truc-
ulence reflected weakness rather than
strength, intensified by memories of 1919,
when the Western powers had intervened in
an effort—however halfhearted—to strangle
the Bolshevik “monster” in its cradle. Our
own policy was formed without the benefit
of constructive adversary proceedings. A few
brave indlviduals, like former Vice-President
Henry Wallace, offered dissenting counsel—
and paid dear for it,

When Great Britain informed the United
States in February, 1947, that it was no longer
able to provide military support for Greece,
the American government was ready with a
policy and a world view. The latter was an
early version of the domino theory. Knowing,
as we thought we did, that Russian support
for Communist insurgents in Greece was part
of a grand design for the takeover first of
Greece, then of Turkey, the Middle East, and
so forth, we were not content simply to as-
sume the British role of providing arms to a
beleaguered government; instead, we chose
to issue a declaration of ideoclogical warfare
in the form of the Truman Doctrine. It may
well be true that the grand phrases were
motivated in part by a desire to arouse this
nation's combative spirit, and so to build con-
gressional support for the funds involved,
but it is also true—at least, according to
Joseph Jones, the State Department official
who drafted President Truman's appeal to
Congress, under Acheson’s direction—that
the new policy was conceived not just as a
practical measure to bolster the Greeks and
Turks but as a historic summons of the
United States to world leadership. “All har-
riers to bold action were indeed down,” as
Jones has written. Among the State Depart-
ment policymakers, Jones reports, it was felt
that “a new chapter In world history had
opened, and they were the most privileged of
men, participants in a drama such as rarely
ocecurs even In the long life of a great nation.”

The Truman Doctrine, which may have
made sense for its time and place, was fol-
lowed by the Marshall Plan and NATO, which
surely did make sense for their time and
place. But as a charter for twenty-five years
of global ideological warfare and unilateral
military intervention against Communist in-
surgencies the Truman Doctrine has a differ-
ent set of implications altogether. It repre-
sents a view of Communim, of the world, and
of our role in the world that has had much
to do with the disaster of our policy in Asia.
Even in the country to which it was first ap-
plied, President Truman’'s basic formula-
tion—that ““we shall not reallze our objec-
tives . . . unless we are willing to help free
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peoples to maintain thelr free institutions’—
has been reduced to a mockery. But who re-'
members now (surely not Mr. Agnew) that
the Truman Doctrine was initially designed to
preserve democracy in Greece?

Acheson, who prided himself on being a
realist, may not have taken all that ideo-
logical claptrap serlously, but his successors
Dulles and Rusk certainly did, and they
framed their policies accordingly. Whatever
merit the Truman Doctrine may have had in
the circumstances of early-postwar Europe,
the hond with reality became more and more
strained as the Doctrine came to be applied
at times and in places increasingly remote
from the Greek civil war. Operating on a set
of assumptions that defined reality for
them—that as a social system Communism
was deeply immoral, that as a political move-
ment it was a conspiracy for world con-
quest—our leaders became liberated from the
normal rules of evidence and inference when
it came to dealing with Communism. After
all, who ever heard of giving the Devil a fair
shake? Since we know what he has in mind,
it is pedantry to split hairs over what he is
actually doing.

Political pressures at home intensified the
virulence of the anti-Communist ideology.
In retrospect, the surprise Democratic victory
in the election of 1948 was probably a mis-
fortune for the country. The Republicans,
frustrated and enraged by their fifth suc-
cessive defeat, became desperate in their
search for a winning issue. They found their
issue in the threat of Communism, at home
and abroad, and they selzed upon it with un-
common ferocity. They blamed the Truman
Administration for Chiang Kai-shek 's defeat
in the Chinese civil war; they attacked
President Truman for the bloody stalemate
in Eorea, although they had strongly sup-
ported his initial commitment; and they
tolerated and in many cases encouraged Sen=-
ator Joseph R. McCarthy's attacks on repu-
table, and even eminent, Americans. Every
American President since that time has been
under intense pressure to demonstrate his
anti-Communist orthodoxy. s

More by far than any other factor, the anti-
Communism of the Truman Doctrine has
been the guiding spirit of American foreign
policy since the Second World War. Stalln
and Mao Tse-tung and even Ho Chi Minh
replaced Hitler in our minds as the sources
of all evil in the world. We came to see the
hand of “Moscow Communism" in every dis-
ruption that occurred anywhere. First, there
was the conception of Communism as an
international conspiracy—as an octopus with
its body in Moscow and its tentacles reach-
ing out to the farthest corners of the world.
Later, after the Sino-Soviet break, sophis-
ticated foreign-policy analysts disavowed
the conspiracy thesis, but at the same time
they disavowed it they sald things that
showed that the falth lingered on. Secretary
Rusk and his assoclates professed to be
scornful of the conspiracy thesis, but still
they defended the Vietnam war with refer-
ences to a world “cut in two by Asian Com-
munism,” the only difference between the
earller vlew and the later one being that
where once we had seen one octopus we now
saw two.

If you accepted the premise, the rest fol-
lowed, If Moscow and Peking represented
centers of great power implacably hostile
to the United States, and if every local crisis,
from Cuba to the Congo to Vietnam, had the
Communist mark upon it, then it followed
logically that every crisls posed a threat to
the security of the United States. The effect
of the anti-Communist ideology was to spare
us the task of taking cognizance of the spe-
cific facts of specific situations. Our “faith”
liberated us, like the bellevers of old, from
the requirements of empirical thinking, from
the necessity of observing and evaluating the
actual behavior of the nations and leaders
with whom we were dealing. Like medieval
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theologlans, we had a philosophy that ex-
plained everything to us in advance, and
everything that did not fit could be readily
identified as a fraud or a lie or an illusion.
The fact that in some respects the behavior
of the Soviet Union and of China and North
Vietnam lived up to our ideologlcal expec-
tations made it all the easier to ignore the
instances in which it did not. What we are
now, belatedly, discovering is not that the
Communist states have never really been hos-
tile to us but that they have been neither
consistent nor united in hostility to us; that
their hostility has by no means been wholly
unprovoked; and that they have been will-
ing from time to time to do business or come
to terms with us. Our ldeological blinders
concealed these instances from us, robbing us
of useful information and of promising op-
portunities. The perniclousness of the anti-
Communist ideology of the Truman Doc-
trine arises not from any patent falsehood
but from 1ts distortion and simplification of
reality, from its universallzation and its
elevation to the status of a revealed truth.

Psychologists tell us that there is often a
great difference between what one person
says and what another hears, or, in varia-
tion of the old adage, that the evil may be
in the ear of the hearer. When EKhrushchev
sald, “We will bury you,” Americans heard
the statement as a threat of nuclear war and
were outraged accordingly. The matter was
raised when Chairman Khrushchev visited
the United States In 1959, and he replied with
some anger that he had been talking about
economic competition. “I am deeply con-
cerned over these conscious distortions of
my thoughts,” he sald. “I've never men-
tioned any rockets.”

We will never know, of course, but it is
possible that an opportunity for a stable
peace was lost during the years of Khru-
shchev's power. As we look back now on the
many things he said regarding peaceful co=-
exlstence, the words have a different ring. At
the time, we did not believe them: at best,
they were Communist propaganda; at worst,
outright lies. I recalled recently, for ex-
ample, the visit of Chairman Ehrushchev to
the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee on
September 16, 1959. Buggesting that we lay
aslde the polemics of the past, Mr. Ehru-
shchev said:

“We must face the future more and have
wisdom enough to secure peace for our coun-
trles and for the whole world. We have al-
ways had great respect for the American peo~
ple. We have also been somewhat envious of
your achievements in the economie field, and
for that reason we are doing our best to try
to catch up with you in that field, to com-
pete with you, and when we do catch up to
move further ahead. I should say that future
generations would be grateful to us if we
managed to switch our efforts from stock-
piling and perfecting weapons and con-
centrated those efforts fully on competi-
tion in the economic field.”

Now, in retrospect, one wonders; why were
we so sure that Khrushchev didn’t mean
what he said about peace? The answer lies
in part, I believe, in our antl-Communist
obsession—in the distortions it created in our
perception of Soviet behavior, and in the
extraordinary sense of threat we experienced
when the Russlans proclaimed their desire
to catch up and overtake us economically.
In our own national value system, competi-
tlon has always been prized; why, then,
should we have been so alarmed by a chal-
lenge to compete? Perhaps our national
tendency to extoll competition rather than
cooperation as a social virtue and our pre-
occupation with our own primacy—with be-
ing the “biggest,” the “greatest” nation—
suggest an underlying lack of confidence in
ourselves, a supposition that unless we are
“No. 1" we will be nothing: worthless and
despised, and deservedly so. I am convinced
that the real reason we squandered twenty
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billion dollars or more getting men to the
moon in the decade of the sixties was our
fear of something like horrible humiliation
if the Russians got men there first. All this
suggests that slogans about competition and
our own primacy in that competition are
largely hot air—sincerely belleved, no doubt,
but nonetheless masking an exaggerated fear
of failure, which, in turn, lends a quality of
desperation to our competitive endeavors.
One detects this cast of mind in President
Johnson's determination that he would not
be “the first American President ito lose a
war,” and also in President Nixon's spectre
of America a “a pitiful, helpless glant.”

This kind of thinking robs a nation's
policymakers of objectivity and drives them
to irresponsible behavior. The distortion of
priorities involved in going to the moon is
a relatively benign example, The perpetua-
tion of the Vietnam war is the most terrible
and fateful manifestation of the determina-
tion to prove that we are “No. 1." Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Se-
curity Affairs John T. McNaughiton, as
quoted in the Pentagon Papers, measured the
American interest in Vietnam and found
that ““to permit the people of South Vietnam
to enjoy a better, freer way of life"” accounted
for a mere ten per cent and “to avold a
humiliating U.S. defeat” for up to seventy
per cent. McNaughton's statistical metaphor
suggests a nation In thrall to fear; it sug-
gests a policymaking élite unable to distin-
guish between the national interest and their
own personal pride.

Perhaps If we had been less proud and
less fearful, we would have responded in a
more positive way to the earthy, unorthodox
Khrushchev. Whatever his faults and ex-
cesses, Khrushchev is recognized in retro-
spect as the Communist leader who repudi-
ated the Marxist dogma of the “inevitability”
of war between Soclalist and capitalist states.
Understanding the insanity of war with nu-
clear weapons, Khrushchev hecame the ad-
vocate of “goulash” Communism, of peaceful
economic competition with the West. During
his period in office, some amenities were
restored in East-West relations; the Berlin
issue was stirred up but finally defused; and
most important, the limited-nuclear-test-
ban treaty was concluded. These were solid
achievements, though meagre in proportion
to mankind’s need for peace, and meagre,
too, it now appears, in proportion to the op-
portunity that may then have existed, One
wonders how much more might have been
accomplished—particularly in the field of
disarmament—if Americans had not still been
caught up in the prideful, fearful spirit of
the Truman Doctrine.

Even the crises look different in retro-
spect, especially when one takes into account
the internal workings of the Communist
world. A leading British authority on Soviet
affairs, Victor Zorza, has traced the begin-
ning of the Vietnam war to a “fatal mis-
reading” by President Eennedy of Khrush-
chev's endorsement of “wars of national lib=-
eration.” The Kennedy Administration in-
terpreted Khrushchev’'s statement as a dec-
laration that the Soviet Unlon intended to
sponsor subversion, guerrilla warfare, and re-
bellion all over the world. Accordingly, the
Administration attached enormous signifi-
cance to Soviet material support for the
Laotian Communists, as if the lssue in that
remote and backward land were directly per-
tinent to the world balance of power. It was
judged that Khrushchev must be shown that
he could npt get away with it. We had taught
Stalin that “direct” aggression did not pay;
now we must teach EKhrushchev—and the
Chinese—that “indirect” aggression did not
pay. In Zorza’s view, Khrushchev's talk of
“wars of national liberation' was not a seri-
ous plan for worldwide subversion but a
response to Communist China, whose
leaders were then accusing Khrushchev of
selling out the cause of revolution and mak-
ing a deal with the United States.
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In the spirit of the Truman Doctrine, the
Eennedy Administration read the Soviet en-
dorsement of “wars of national liberation”
as a direct challenge to the United States,
Speaking of Russia and China, President
Kennedy sald in his first State of the Union
Message, “We must never be lulled into be-
lieving that either power has ylelded its
ambitions for world domination—ambitions
which they forcefully restated only a short
time ago.” I do not recall these words for
purposes of reproach; they represented an
assessment of Communist intentions that
most of us shared at that time, an assess-
ment that had been held by every Admin-
istration and most members of Congress
since the Second World War, an assessment
that had scarcely—if at all—been brought
up for critical examination in the executive
branch, in congressional committees, In the
proliferating “think tanks,” or in the uni-
versities. Perhaps no better assessment could
have been made on the basis of the infor-
mation available at that time, but I doubt it.
I think it more likely that we simply chose
to ignore evidence that did not fit our pre-
conceptions, or—as Is more often the case—
when the facts lent themselves to several
possible interpretations we chose to seize
upon the one with which we were most
famliliar: the Communist drive for world
domination,

In the amplified form it acquired during
the Johnson years, the conception of “wars of
national liberation” as part of the Commu-
nist design for world domination became the
basic rationale for the Vietnam war. All the
other excuses—defending freedom, honoring
our “commitments,"” demonstrating Amer-
ica’s resolution—are secondary in impor-
tance and are easily shown to be fallacious
and contradictory. But no one can prove that
Mao Tse-tung and Brezhnev and Kosygin—
or Khrushchev, for that matter—have not
harbored secret ambitions to conquer the
world. Who can prove that the desire or the
intention was never in their minds? The
truly remarkable thing about this Cold War
psychology is the totally illogical transfer of
the burden of proof from those who make
charges to those who question them. In this
frame of reference, Communists are guilty
until proved innocent—or simply by defini-
tion. The Cold Warriors, instead of having
to say how they knew that Vietnam was part
of a plan for the Communization of the
world, so manipulated the terms of public
discussion as to be able to demand that the
skeptics prove that it was not. If the skeptics
could not, then the war must go on—to end
it would be recklessly risking the national
security. We come to the ultimate illogie: war
is the course of prudence and sobriety until
the case for peace is proved under impossible
rules of evidence—or until the enemy sur-
renders.

Ratlonal men cannot deal with each other
on this basis. Recognizing their inability to
know with anything like certainty what is
golng on in other men’s minds, they do not
try to deal with others on the basis of thelr
presumed intentions. Instead, rational men
respond to others on the basls of thelr actual,
observable behavior, and they place the bur-
den of proof where it belongs—on those who
assert and accuse rather than on those who
question or deny. The departure from these
elementary rules for the ascertainment of
truth is the essence of the Cold War way of
thinking; its weakened but still formidable
hold on our minds is indicative of the sur-
viving tyranny of the Truman Doctrine.

In a decade’s perspective—and without the
blinders of the Truman Doctrine—it even
seems possible that the Cuban missile crisls
of 1962 was not so enormous a crisls as it
then seemed. Khrushchev in the early sixties
was engaged in an internal struggle with the
Soviet mlilitary, who, not unlike our own
generals, were constantly lobbylng for more
funds for ever more colossal weapons sys-
tems. Khrushchev had been cutting back
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on conventional forces and, largely for pur-
poses of appeasing his unhappy generals, was
talking a great deal about the power of So-
viet missiles. President Kennedy, however,
was applylng pressure from another direc-
tion: unnerved by Khrushchev’s endorse-
ment of “wars of national liberation,” he
was undertaking to build up American con-
ventional forces at the :m.l:t:lA;:1 tlrt;'m that h; 1::3
greatly expanding the erican nuclear-
mlasug Io&. even though by this time the
United States had an enormous strategic
superlority. Khrushchev's effort to resist the
pressures from his generals was, of course,
undermined by the American buildup. It
exposed him to pressures within the Kremlin
from a hostile coalition of thwarted generals
and politiclans who opposed his de-Staliniza-
tion policles. In the view of a number of
specialists in the Soviet fleld, the placement
of missiles in Cuba was motivated largely,
if not primarily by Khrushchev's need to
deal with these domestic pressures; it was
meant to close or narrow the Soviet ‘“‘missile
gap” in relation to the TUnited States without
forcing Khrushchev to concentrate all avall-
able resources on & minou;amnrms rmawe. b
ing an expert knowledge ol my
onL:;l;segmatt.e;? 1 commend this interpre-
tation of Khrushchev’s purpose not as neces-
sarily true but as highly plausible. As far
as I know, however, none of the American
officlals who participated in the decisions re-
lating to the Cuban missile crisis seriously
considered the possibility that Khrushchev
might be acting defensively or in response
to domestic pressures. It was universally as-
sumed that the installation of Soviet mis-
siles in Cuba was an aggressive strategic
move against the United Sta.t.es——that:. and
nothing more. Assuming Khrushchev's ag-
gressive intent, we imposed on the Soviet

Union & resounding defeat, for which Khru-
shechev was naturally held responsible. In this

way, we helped to strengthen the military
and political conservatives within the So-
viet Unilon, who were to overthrow EKhru-
shchev two years later. If we had been willing
to consider the possibility that Khrushchev
was acting on internal considerations, we
would still have wished to secure the re-
moval of the missiles from Cuba, but it
might have been accomplished by means less
embarrassing to Khrushchev, such as a quid
pro quo under which we would have re-
moved our Jupiter missiles from Turkey.

Ehrushchev had paid for his “softness on
capitalism” in an earlier encounter with
President Eisenhower. After his visit to the
United States in 1959, Khrushchev appar-
ently tried to persuade his skeptical, hard-
line colleagues that Americans were not such
monsters as they supposed and that Presi-
dent Eisenhower was & reasonable man, This
heretical theory—heretical from the Soviet
point of view—was shot out of the sky along
with the American U-2 spy plane in May,
1960. When President Eisenhower subse-
quently declined the opportunity EKhru-
shehev offered him to disclalm personal re-
sponsibility, Khrushchev felt compelled to
break up the Parls summit meeting. The U-2
incident was later cited by Khrushchev him-
gelf as a critical moment in his loss of power
at home, It shattered his plans for President
Eisenhower to pay & visit to the Soviet
Union—for which, it is said, he had already
had a golf course secretly constructed in the
Crimea.

There were, of course, other factors in
Ehrushchev’s fall, and perhaps more impor-
tant ones; nor i1s it suggested that his in-
tentions toward the West were necessarily
benevolent. The point that must emerge,
however—more for the sake of the future
than for history’s sake—is that if we had not
been wearing 1ideologieal blinders, if our
judgment had not been clouded by fear and
hostility, we might have perceived in Ehru-
shchev a world statesman with whom con-
structive business could be done. When he
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fell, his successors put an end to de-Staliniza-
tion, began the military bulldup that has
brought the Soviet Union to a rough strateglc
parity with the United States, and greatly
stepped up their aid to Communist forces in
Vietnam.

While our response to Soviet Communism
has been marked by hostility, tensions,
and fear, our response to Communism in Asia
has been marked by all these and, in addi-
tion, by a profound sense of injury and be-
trayal. Russia never was & country for which
we had much affection anyway; it was the
bleak and terrible land of the czars, which,
when it went to the Communist devils, was
merely trading one tyranny for another. But
China has & special place in our hearts. We
had favored her with our merchants and
missionaries and our “open door' policy; we
had even given back the Boxer indemnity so
that Chinese students could study in Amer-
ica. In the Second World War, we fought
shoulder to shoulder with “free” China; we
were filled with admiration for its fighting
Generalisimo Chiang Kal-shek, and utterly
charmed by his Wellesly-educated wife,

When the Chinese darlings of our patroniz-
ing hearts went to Communist perdition, we
could only assume that they had been sold
or betrayed into bondage. It was inconceiv-
able that our star pupils in the East could
actually have willed this calamity; it had to
be the work of Chinese traitors, abetted by
disloyal Americans, joined in an unholy al-
liance to sell out China fo those quintes-
sential bad people the Russians, A white
paper on China was issued in 1949, and Sec-
retary of State Acheson’s letter of transmittal
recounted accurately the intense but futile
American effort to salvage a Kuomintang re-
gime whose officials and soldiers had “sunk
into corruption, into a scramble for place
and power, and into rellance on the United
States to win the war for them and to pre-
serve their own domestic supremacy.” Then,
having exonerated the United States from
responsibility for the loss of China, Secretary
Acheson wrote:

“The heart of China is in Communist
hands. The Communist leaders have for-
sworn their Chinese heritage and have pub-
licly announced their subservience to a
foreign power, Russia, which during the last
50 years, under czars and Communists alike,
has been most assiduous in its efforts to ex-
tend its control in the Far East. . . . The
foreign domination has been masked behind
the facade of a vast crusading movement
which apparently has seemed to many Chi-
nese to be wholly indigenous and national. ...

“However tragic may be the immediate fu-
ture of China and however ruthlessly & ma-
jor portion of this great people may be ex-
ploited by a party in the interest of a for-
eign imperialism, ultimately the profound
clvilization and the demoecratie individualism
of China will reassert themselves and she will
throw off the foreign yoke. I consider that we
should encourage all developments in China
which now and in the future work toward
this end.”

In these words, the United States govern-
ment enunciated what became its Truman
Doctrine for Asia. By the end of 1850, we were
at war with China in Eorea, but even then
our belief in Moscow’'s control of the “Com-
munist conspiracy” or our sentimental un-
willingness to believe that China of its own
free will would make war on the United
States, or some combination of the two, made
it difficult for us to believe that the Chinese
Communists had intervened in EKorea for rea-
sons directly related to their own national
interest. The fact that General MacArthur's
sweep to the Yalu was bringing American
ground forces within striking distance of
China’s industrial heartland in Manchuria
was not at that time widely thought to be a
factor in China's intervention in the war.
The view of Dean Rusk, then the Assistant
Becretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs,

January 19, 1972

was that “the peace and security of Chinsa are
being sacrificed to the ambitions of the Com-
munist conspiracy,”” and that “China has
been driven by foreign masters into an ad-
venture of forelgn aggression which cuts
across the most fundamental national inter-
ests of the Chinese people.” Mr. Rusk went
on to say, “We do not recognize the authori-
ties in Peiping for what they pretend to be.
The Peiping régime may be a colonial Rus-
slan government—a Slavic Manchukuo on &
larger scale. It is not the government of
China.”

Nonetheless, for the first time in our his-
tory we were coming to regard China as our
enemy, departing from a half century's policy
of supporting a strong, independent China.
One of our leading young China scholars,
Warren I. Cohen, has provided this summary
in his recent book, “America’s Response to
China':

“The great aberration in American policy
began in 1950, as the people and their lead-
ers were blinded by fear of Communism and
forgot the sound geopolitical, economic, and
ethical basis of their historic desire for
China's well-being. Having always assumed
that China would be friendly, Americans
were further bewildered by the hostility of
Mao's China, leading them to forsake their
traditional support of Asian nationalism,
not only in China, but wherever Marxist lead-
ership threatened to enlarge the apparent
Communist monolith. With the full support
of the American people, Truman and his ad-
visors committed the United States to a pol-
iey of containing Communism in Asia as well
as in Europe—and in practice this polley
became Iincreasingly anti-Chinese, an un-
precedented campaign of opposition to the
development of a strong, modern China.
There was no longer any question of whether
the United States would interpose itself be-
tween China and her enemies, for the United
States had become China's principal enemy."”

Over the years, the notlon of a “Slavic
Manchukuo” gave way to a recognition of
the Chinese Communists as the authors of
their own deviltry. This was not a funda-
mental change of outlook toward “interna-
tional Communism” but an accommodation
to a fact that had become obvious to all save
the most fanatical and self-deluded Cold
Warrlors: that, far from being an instrument
in Moscow'’s hands, the Chinese Communist
leaders had become deflant and hostile to-
ward Soviet leadership of the Communist
world. Now, from the American viewpoint,
there were two ‘‘Communist conspiracies,”
and of the two great Communist states China
was judged to be the more virulent and ag-
gressive. The Chinese had withdrawn their
troops from Korea in 1958, limited them-
selves to a border adjustment with Indla in
1962 (when they could have detached a large
area after defeating the Indian Army), and
assumed no direct combat role in the devel-
oping conflict in Vietnam. But these facts
were judged to be less important than the
fact that they were Communists, who openly
advocated subversion and “wars of natlonal
liberation.” Communist China was not
judged to be aggressive on the basis of Its
actions; it was presumed to be aggressive be-
cause it was Communist.

In much the same way that Ehrushchev
terrified us with his talk of “burylng” us,
the Chinese sent us into a panic with their
doctrine of “wars of national lberation.”
While the Russians had become relatively
benign, contained by America’s nuclear de-
terrent, China claimed to be impervious to
the horrors of nuclear war and was still in-
tensely revolutionary Iitself, committed to
the promotion and support of “wars of na-
tional liberation” throughout the world. The
Eennedy and Johnson Administrations con-
cluded that still another gauntlet had been
flung down before the United States. To meet
this presumed threat, our military planners
invented the strategy of “counterinsurgency,”
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which they undertook to put into effect in
Vietnam.

None of this is meant to suggest that China
would have been friendly to us, if we our-
selves had not been hostile. I do not know
whether the Chinese Communists would have
been friendly or not; nor, I think, does any-
one else know, since we never tried to find
out. Most probably, in the turmoil of revo-
lutionary change, the Chinese Communists
would have been deeply suspicious and ver-
bally abusive of the citadel of capitalism and
the leader of the Western “imperialist camp”
even if the United States had been willing
to come to terms with them. Be that as it
may, an objective observer must admit that
on the basis of their actual behavior the Chi-
nese Communists have never proved the Hit-
lerian menace we have taken them to be. They
have not tried to conquer and subjugate
their neighbors. Nor, upon examination, does
the doctrine of “wars of national liberation,”
as set forth by Lin Plao, constitute a char-
ter of Chinese aggression. It stresses self-rell-
ance and the limitations of external support.
Lin Piao wrote:

“In order to make a revolution and to fight
a people’s war and be victorious, it is impera-
tive to adhere to the policy of self-reliance,
rely on the strength of the masses in one’s
own country and prepare to carry on the fight
independently even when all material aid
from outside is cut off. If one does not oper-
ate by one’s own efforts, does not independ-
ently ponder and solve the problems of the
revolution in one’s own country, and does not
rely on the strength of the masses, but leans
wholly on foreign aid—even though this be
aild from Socialist countries which persist in
revolution—no victory can be won, or be
consolidated even if it s won.

The sudden reversal of American policy
toward China in 1971 necessarily invites our
attention back to the basic causes of these
two decades of conflict between the United
States and the Communist countries of Asia.
In the course of these two decades, we have
engaged in armed conflict with all three of
these countries—with Communist China,
North EKorea, and North Vietnam—but we
have never fought a war with the Soviet
Union, which is the only Communist power
capable of posing a direct strategic threat
to the United States. Although it was as-
sumed from the outset of the Cold War that
our real strategic interests lay In Europe
rather than in Asia, 1t has been in Asia that
we have thought it necessary to fight two
wars to enforce the Truman Doctrine. Look-
ing back, one is bound to ask whether these
conflicts were inescapable. Having avolded
war in the region we judged more important,
and with the power we judged the greater
threat, why have we found it necessary to
fight in Asia, at such enormous cost in lives
and money and in the internal cohesion of
our own soclety? Is it possible that if Mao
Tse-tung and Ho Chi Minh had not borne
the title of “Communist” but otherwise had
done exactly what they have done in their
two countries, we would have accepted their
victories over their domestic rivals and lived
with them in peace? I think it quite possible
that we would have come to terms wth both.
Apart from the North Eorean invasion of
South Eorea, which was a direct viclation of
the United Nations Charter, the Communist
countries of Asia have done nothing that has
threatened the security of the United States
and little, if anything, that has impalired our
legitimate interests. We intervened in the
Chinese and Vietnamese civil wars only be-
cause the stronger side in each case was the
Communist side and we assumed that, as
Communists, they were parties to a con-
spiracy for world domination, and were
therefore our enemies. We intervened against
them not for what they did but for what they
were and for what we assumed to be their
purpose.

There were Americans in official positions
who provided a more objecfive, less ideologi-
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cally colored view of the Chinese Communists
back in the days before they won their civil
war, These wartime observers in China, who
included John S. Service, John Paton Davies,
and Colonel David D. Barrett, were them-
selves sympathetic to the Nationalist govern-
ment of Chiang Eai-shek, at least to the ex-
tent of urging it to make the reforms that
might have allowed It to survive. Nonethe-
less, they reported objectively on the weak-
ness and corruption of the Kuomintang and
on the organization and discipline of the
Communists in their headquarters in Yenan.
They also provided information suggesting
that at that time Mao Tse-tung and his as-
soclates had no intention whatever of becom-
ing subservient to the Soviet Union and
hoped to cooperate with the United States.
Not only did the observations of these men
go unheeded; they themselves were subse-
quently denounced and persecuted. Colonel
Barrett did not attain the promotion to brig-
adier general that his service in the Army
merited, and Service and Davies were
hounded out of the Foreign Service, charged
with advocacy of, and even responsibility for,
the Chinese Communist victory that they
had foreseen. The nation was deprived there-
alter of their accurate observations and val-
uable insights, and, what is more, their sur-
viving colleagues in the bureaucracy got the
unmistakable message that it was unhealthy
to deviate from the anti-Communist line. To
survive and get ahead, it was necessary to see
the world as the world was defined by the
Truman Doctrine.

Having been thoroughly educated in the
catechism of the Cold War, we look back
now with astonishment on the reports of
Service, Barrett, and others from China in
1944. Barrett and Service came to know
the Chinese Communist leaders well through
the Dixie Mission, which was the name given
to the mission of the United States Army
Observer Group, headed by Colonel Bar-
rett, at Chinese Communist headquarters in
Yenan in late 1944 and early 1945. Their
assignment was to assess the potential con-
tribution of the Chinese Communists to a
final assault against Japanese forces in
China. They came to know and respect the
Communists, not for their ideoclogy but for
their discipline, organization, fighting skills,
and morale.

In his recent book "Dixie Mission,” Col-
onel Barrett comments, “The Chinese Com-
munists are our bitter enemies now. but
they were certainly ‘good guys' then, par-
ticularly to the alrmen who received their
help.” Colonel Barrett found that as sources
of information about the Japanese the Com-
munists were “all we had hoped they would
be and even more”—among other reasons,
because they “could almost always count
on the cooperation and support of a local
population.” American observers sent out
into the countryside from Yenan “all ex-
pressed the belief that the Communists
were being supported by the entire civil
population.” In retrospect, Colonel Barrett
felt that he had been “oversold"” on the Com-
munists in Yenan. but nonetheless he com-
ments, “The overall look of things there was
one which most Americans were inclined
to regard with favor.” American observers
were impressed by the absence of sentries
around the leaders, in contrast with the Na-
tionalist capital in Chungking, where there
were “police and sentries everywhere;” by
the tough. well-nourished, and well-dressed
troops, in contrast with the poorly nour-
ished, shabbily uniformed Kuomintang
soldlers; and by the general atmosphere of
roughhewn equality and shared sacrifice.
“As a whole,” Colonel Barrett comments,
“the Communist outlook on life was old-
fashioned and conservative.”

Even the flamboyant and volatile General
Patrick J. Hurley—Roosevelt’s special emis-
sary and, later, Ambassador to Chungking—
was at first favorably impressed by the Chi-
nese Communists’ terms for a settlement
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with Chiang EKai-shek. In November, 1044,
Hurley flew to Yenan, where he signed an
agreement with Mao Tse-tung calling for a
coalition government; Hurley pronounced
the agreement eminently fair, and even told
Mao—in Barrett's hearing—that the terms
did not go far enough in the Communists’
favor. Chiang Kal-shek rejected Hurley’s
plan out of hand; nonetheless, Hurley there-
after supported Chiang as the sole leader of
China and publicly blamed the failure of his
mediation on his Embassy staff, whom he ac-
cused, in effect, of being pro-Communist. Al-
though he contended in November, 1944, that
“if there is a breakdown in the parleys it
will be the fault of the Government and not
the Communists,” and although he told
President Truman in May, 1945, that the
Communists were holding back “in my opin-
lon with some degree of reasonableness,”
Hurley still backed the Nationalist regime to
the hilt, and in the spring of 1945 even re-
imposed the ban on nonmilitary travel by
Americans to the Communist headquarters
in Yenan. Thus began the process, culminat-
ing in the failure of the mission undertaken
in 1946 by General George C. Marshall
through which, without having ascertained
their attitudes and intentions toward us, the
United States government came to identify
the Chinese Communists as enemies of the
Unlted States—presaging the policy of iso-
lation and contalnment that was to endure
at least until 1971.

This was not at the outset the result of
decisions made at the highest level. Presi-
dent Roosevelt wrote to a friend on Novem-
ber 15, 1944, “I am hoping and praying for
a real working out of the situation with the
so-called Communists.” And in March, 1945,
in reply to a question from Edgar Snow about
whether we could work with two govern-
ments in China for purposes of prosecuting
the war with Japan, Roosevelt said, “Well,
I've been working with two governments
there. I intend to go on doing so until we
can get them together.” Within a few weeks
after that interview, Roosevelt was dead and
the conduct of American foreign policy had
passed into the hands of the inmexperienced
President Truman. Neither Roosevelt mor
Truman, however, seems in the last days of
the Second World War to have given serious
and sustained thought to the internal prob-
lems of China. Both Presidents were pre-
occupied with the defeat of Japan, and it
had been clear for some time that China was
unlikely to play a decisive role in bringing
that about.

There was no lack of information avail-
able to the United States Government in 1944
and 1945 about either the weakness and cor-
ruption of the Kuomintang or the strength
and aspirations of the Chinese Communists.
The views of the professional diplomats
were rejected, however, and their reports
ignored—that is, until the witchhunters in
the State Department and Congress got hold
of them. In June, 1944, for example, a warn-
ing was conveyed to Washington in a memo-
randum written principally by John Service:

“The situation in China is rapidly becom=-
ing critical. . , . There Is a progressive inter-
nal breakdown. . . . The fundamental cause
of this suicidal trend is that the Kuomin-
tang, steadily losing popular support . . . is
concentrating more and more on putting the
preservation of its shrinking power above all
other considerations.

“These policies, unless checked by the in-
ternal opposition they evoke and by friendly
foreign influence, seem certain to bring about
a collapse which will be harmful to the war
and our long-term interests in the Far East.”

At the same time that American observers
in China were reporting the enfeeblement of
the Kuomintang, they were providing de-
tailed accounts of the growing military and
political strength of the Communists, Service
summed up the importance of these circums-
stances for the United States:
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From the basic fact that the Communists
have bullt up popular support of a magni-
tude and depth which makes their elimina-
tion impossible, we must draw the conclusion
that the Communists will have a certain and
important share in China’s future.

His colleague John Paton Davies put it
even more succinctly:

The Communists are in China to stay. And
China’s destiny is not Chiang's but theirs.

The Communists were not only strong
but—at least, so they sald—willing and eager
to cooperate with the United States. In his
recent book “The Amerasia Papers: Some
Problems in the History of U.S8.-China Rela-
tions,” Service reports on a long conversation
he had with Mao Tse-tung in Yenan on Au-
gust 23, 1944, in which Mao emphasized that
the Chinese Communists were “first of all
Chinese,” and appealed for American help
for China after the war. “The Russians,”
Mao said, “have suffered greatly in the war
and will have their hands full with their own
job of rebuilding. We do not expect Russian
help.” America, he thought, could help China,
and he told Service:

“Ohina must industrialize. This can be
done—in China—only by free enterprise and
with the aid of foreign capital. Chinese and
American interests are correlated and similar.
They fit together, economically and political-
ly. We can and must work together.

“The United States would find us more co-
operative than the Kuomintang. We will not
be afraid of democratic American influence—
we will welcome it. We have no silly ideas of
taking only Western mechanical technigques.

“America does not need to fear that we will
not be cooperative. We must cooperate and
we must have American help. This is why it
is so important to us Communists to know
what you Americans are thinking and plan-
ning. We cannot risk crossing you—cannot
risk any conflict with you.”

We do not know, of course, whether Mao
was sincere in his repeated appeals for Amer-
ican friendship. The reason we do not know
is that we never tried to find out. In our post-
war anti-Communist hysteria, we assumed
that the Chinese Communists were hostile
simply because they were Communists, and
we also assumed, despite impressive evidence
to the contrary, that they were subservient to
the Soviet Union. We thereupon made our
fateful commitment to the losing side in the
Chinese civil war—the side of whose weak-
ness and probable defeat full warning had
been provided by our own highly competent
observers. From these events followed two
wars and a quarter century of bitter hostility,
which might have been avoided if we had re-
mained neutral in the Chinese clvil war.

This is not to say that Mao might have
been expected to put Sino-American rela-
tions back on their prewar basis. He most
assuredly would not have done that. Cer-
tainly our pretensions to a benevolent pa-
ternalism toward China would have been
given short shrift; the age of missionaries
and the “open door” was at an end. But
whatever our relations might have been If
we had not intervened in the clvil war, they
would at least have been initiated on a more
realistic and more promising basis. We might
have long ago established a working rela-
tlonship at least as tolerable, and as peace-
ful, as the one we have had with the Soviet
Union: the sort of relationship toward
which—belatedly but most commendably—
the Nixon Administration now seems to be
working.

The anti-Communist spirit that governed
our relatlons with China after the Second
World War also shaped—and distorted—our
involvement in Vietnam, Our Interest in
China's civil war, though tragic In conse-
gquence, was attenuated and limited in time.
Vietnam was less fortunate. In a test appli-
catlon of the new sclence of “counterinsur-
gency,” it has been subjected to a prolonged,
though inconclusive, devastation. But for the
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American intervention, the Vietnamese ¢ivil
war would have ended long ago—at in-
finitely less cost in lives, money, and prop-
erty—in a nationalist Communist victory
under the leadership of Ho Chi Minh.

In retrospect, it is difficult to understand
how we could have accepted the "loss” of
China but not the “loss” of the small, unde-
veloped countries on China's southern bor-
der. Only in the context of the assumptions
of the Truman Doctrine could the Vietnam=-
ese war ever have been rationalized as hav-
ing something to do with American security
or American interests. Looking through our
anti-Communist prism, we saw Ho Chi Minh
not as a Vietnamese nationalist who was also
a Communist but as a spear-carrier for the
international Communist conspiracy, the
driving force for a “world cut in two by
Aslan Communism.” The Johnson Adminis-
tration, as Mr. Johnson's memoirs show
clearly, believed itself to be acting on Presi-
dent Truman's doctrine that “totalitarian
regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct or
indirect aggression, undermine the founda-
tions of international peace and hence the
security of the United States.” President
Johnson and his advisers believed this despite
a set of facts that did not fit the formula:
the fact that the issue was not between a
“free people” and a “totalitarian regime" but
between rival totalltarian regimes; the fact
that the war was not one of international
aggression, “direct” or otherwise, but an
anti-colonial war and then a civil war; and
the fact that, in any case, the country was
too small and the issue too indigenous to
Vietnam to pose anything resembling a
threat to “the foundations of international
peace,” much less to “the security of the
United States.” In practice, the issue had
resolved itself into a corruption of the Tru-
man Doctrine—into the fear of a “humiliat-
ing" defeat at the hands of Communists. It
was not so much that we needed to win, or
that there was anything for us to win, as
that our leaders felt—for reasons of prestige
abroad and political standing at home—that
they could not afford to "“lose.” President
Johnson sald soon after he took office, I am
not going to be the President who saw South-
east Asla go the way China went."”

The notion that a country is “lost” or
“gone” when it becomes Communist is a
pecullarly revealing one. How can we have
“lost” a country unless it was ours to begin
with—unless it was some part of an un-
acknowledged American imperium? To my
eye, China under Mao is in the same place
on the map that it was in the days of Chiang.
Where, then, has it “gone’? To the moon? Or
to the devil? The “lost” and “gone” concept
1s indicative of a virulent sanctimonious-
ness that is only now beginning to abate. In
October, 1971, members of the Senate gave
President Tito of Yugoslavia a cordial re-
ception at an afternoon tea. In September,
1969, a similar reception was held for Chalir-
man Khrushchev, but one senator refused to
sit in the room with him—for fear, appar-
ently, of ideological contamination. As the
President now moves toward lifting the
“quarantine” of China, as we recognize at
long last that there really still is a China,
Communist though it may be, the tragic
irrationality of the Vietnam war is thrown
once again into high rellef. All that bloodlet-
ting—not just for ourselves but for the Viet-
namese—could have bheen avolded by an
awareness that Communism is not a con-
tagious disease but a political movement and
a way of organizing a society.

In the case of Ho Chi Minh, as in the case
of Mao Tse-tung, we might have come to this
awareness twenty-five years—and two wars—
ago. Ho, in fact, was a lifelong admirer of
the American Revolution, of Lincoln, and of
Wilson and his Fourteen Points, As a young
man, in 1919, he went to the Versailles Peace
Conference to appeal for self-determination
for his country in accordance with President
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‘Wilson's principles, but no attention was pald
to him, and Vietnam remained within the
French empire. In 1945, Ho Chi Minh started
his declaration of independence for Vietnam
with words taken from our own: “All men
are created equal.” In 1945 and 1946, Ho ad-
dressed a series of letters to the United States
government asking for its mediation toward
& compromise with France, but none of these
letters were ever answered, because Ho was,
in Dean Acheson’s words, “an outright Com-
mie."

President Roosevelt, during the Second
World War, had favored independence for
Indo-China, or a trusteeship, but in any
event he was opposed to letting the French
recover Indo-China for their colonial em-
pire. Roosevelt's attitude was spelled out in
& memorandum to Secretary of State Hull
dated January 24, 1944, which appears in the
Pentagon Papers:

I saw Halifax last week and told him quite
frankly that it was perfectly true that I had,
for over a year, expressed the opinion that
Indo-China should not go back to France but
that it should be administered by an inter=-
national trusteeship. France has had the
country—thirty milllon inhabitants—for
nearly one hundred years, and the people are
worse ‘'off than they were at the beginning.

As a matter of interest, I am wholeheart-
edly supported in this view by Generalissimo
Chiang Eal-shek and by Marshal Stalin. I
see no reason to play in with the British For-
elgn Office in this matter. The only reason
they seem to oppose it is that they fear the
effect it would have on their own possessions
and those of the Dutch. They have never
liked the idea of a trusteeship because 1t is,
in some instances, aimed at future inde-
pendence. This is true in the case of Indo-
China.

Each case must, of course, stand on its own
feet, but the case of Indo-China is perfectly
clear. France has milked it for one hundred
years. The people of Indo-China are entitled
to something better than that,

British intransigence and the requirements
of military strategy prevented Roosevelt
from acting on his anticolonialist preference,
which was so wholly in keeping with the
traditional American outlook. When the
Truman Administration took office, Ameri-
can polley was changed, and the French were
officially assured by our State Department
that the United States had never ques-
tioned, “even by implication, French sover=-
eignty over Indo-China,” The United States
would advocate reforms but would leave it
to the French to decide when, or even
whether, the people of Indo-China were t0
be given independence: "Such decisions
would preclude the establishment of a
trusteeship in Indo-China except with the
consent of the French Government.”

Whether this initial commitment to
France—and therefore against Ho—was the
result of growing antli-Communist sentiment
within the Truman Administration or of
friendly feelings toward the colonial powers
on the part of President Truman's old-line
advisers, or both, American policy was con-
stant and filrm from that time on. Later,
when Acheson and his colleagues were at-
tempting to build up France as the center-
piece of the anti-Communist coalition in
Europe, the commitment to France's position
in Indo-China became stronger than ever.
By 1951, the United States was paying forty
per cent of the cost of France's war against
the Vietminh, and by 1954 eighty per cent.
After the Geneva settlement, American mili-
tary aid to South Vietnam averaged about
two hundred million dollars a year between
19556 and 1961. By 1963, South Vietnam
ranked first among the recipients of our
military assistance, and only India and Paki-
stan recelved more In economic assistance.
In this way, foreign ald served as a vehicle
of commitment, from our initial support of
French colonial rule in Indo-China to send-
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ing an American force of over half a million
men to fight in a war that is still going on.

As with China, it might have been differ-
ent. The Pentagon Papers show that between
October, 1945, and February, 1946, Ho Chi
Minh addressed at least eight communica-
tions to the President of the United States
or to the Secretary of State asking Amerlca
to intervene for Vietnamese Independence.
Earlier, in the summer of 1945, Ho had asked
that Vietnam be accorded “the same status
as the Philippines”—a period of tutelage to
be followed by independence. Following the
outbreak of hostilities in Vietnam in the
early fall of 1945, Ho made his appeals to
President Truman on the basis of the Atlan-
tic Charter, the United Nations Charter, and
Mr. Truman’s Navy Day speech of October 27,
1945, in which the President expressed the
American bellef that “all peoples who are
prepared for self-government should be per-
mitted to choose their own form of govern-
ment by thelr own freely expressed choice,
without interference from any foreign
source.” In November, 1945, Ho wrote to the
Secretary of State requesting the initiation
of cultural relations through the sending
of fifty Vietnamese students to the United
States. On February 16, 1946, in a letter
to President Truman, Ho referred to Ameri-
can “complicity” with the French, but he
still appealed to the Americans “‘as guardians
and champions of world justice” to “take a
decisive step” in support of Vietnamese in-
dependence, and pointed out that he was
asking only what had been “graciously grant-
ed to the Philippines.” On September 11,
1946, Ho communicated directly with the
United States government for the last time,
expressing to an American Embassy official
in Paris his own admiration for the United
States and the Vietnamese people's respect
and affection for President Roosevelt; again
he referred to America's granting of inde-
pendence to the Philippines.

As far as the record shows, neither Presi-
dent Truman nor any of his subordinates
replied to any of Ho Chi Minh's appeals, He
got his answer nonetheless, clearly and un-
mistakably. By late 1946, with the first Viet-
nam war under way, American military
equipment was being used by the French
against the Vietnamese. As far as the United
States government was concerned, Vietnam
was a sideshow to the real struggle against
Communism, in Europe. If the price of
French support in that struggle was Amer-
ican support of French colonialism in South-
east Asla—and we seem never to have ques-
tioned that it was—the Truman Administra-
tion was ready to pay that price. Ho, after
all, was just another “Commie.” In a cable
to the United States representative in Hanoi
in May, 1949, Acheson sald:

Question whether Ho as much Nationalist
as Commie is irrelevanft. All Stalinists in
colonial areas are Nationalists. With achleve~
ment Nat'l aims (l.e. independence) their
objective necessarily becomes subordination
state to Commie purposes.

In February, 1950, the recognition of Ho
Chi Minh’s government by the Communist
powers moved Secretary Acheson to declare
that this recognition *should remove any
illusion as to the nationflist character of
Ho Chl Minh’s aims and reveals Ho in his
true colors as the mortal enemy of naftive
independence in Indochina."”

As with China under Mao Tse-tung, we
might have got along tolerably well—maybe
even quite well—with a unified, independent
Vietnam under Ho Chi Minh if our leaders’
minds had not been hopelessly locked in by
the imprisoning theory of the international
Commaunist conspiracy. Ho was an authentic
Vietnamese patriot, revered by his country-
men, He had led the resistance to the Jap-
anese within Vietnam and had welcomed
the Allies as lberators. His unwillingness to
submit to foreign domination was clear—
or should have been clear—from the outset.
But if the evidence of Ho Chi Minh's Viet-
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namese nationalism ever reached the Amer-mitted to an ideology we would not want for

ican policymakers, it certainly did not per-
suade them. Acting Secretary of State Ache-
son instructed an American diplomat in
Hanoi in December, 1946, “Keep in mind
Ho's clear record as agent international com-
munism.” In February, 1947, by which time
the war between France and the Vietminh
was well under way, Secretary of State Mar-
shall conceded, in another cable, that co-
lonial empires were rapidly becoming a thing
of the past but, as to Vietnam:

We do not lose sight of the fact that Ho Chi
Minh has direct Communist connections, and
it should be obvious that we are not inter-
ested in seeing colonial empire administra-
tions supplanted by philosophy and political
organizations emanating from and controlled
by the Kremlin.

General Marshall’'s words were prophetic
of what became a guiding principle—or, more
accurately, a guiding aberration—of Ameri-
can foreign policy for at least two decades:
where Communists were involved, the United
States would depart from lts traditional anti-
colonialism and support the imperial power.
Assuming as we did that Communisis by
definition were agents of an international
conspiracy, we further assumed that a Com-
munist leader could not be an authentic
patriot no matter what he sald or did. If the
choice was to be—as we then rationalized
it—between the old imperialism of the West
and the new imperialism of the Kremlin, we
would side with the former. Where possible,
we told ourselves, we would support or nur-
ture “third forces”—genuine independence
movements that were neither colonialist nor
Communist—and where such movements
existed, as in India, we did support and wel-
come independence. Where they did not exlst,
as in Vietnam and Cuba and the Dominican
Republic, we intervened, making these coun-
tries the great crisis areas of postwar Ameri-
can foreign policy and, in the process, earn-
ing for the United States the reputation of
foremost imperialist power.

The role is one to which we are unsuited
by temperament and tradition. Untll a gen-
eration ago, America was regarded through-
out the world—and deservedly so—as the
one great nation that was authentically anti-
imperialist. It was Woodrow Wilson who in-
troduced into international relations the
revolutionary principle of “justice to all peo-
ples and nationalities, and their right to
live on equal terms of liberty and safety
with one another, whether they be strong or
weak.” Perhaps it was a utopian dream, but
Americans meant it at the time, and the
world believed we meant i, and we had
plans for realizing it: first the Covenant of
the League of Nations and then the United
Nations Charter, both purporting to in-
troduce the rule of law into international
relations, both purporting to supplant the
old imperialist anarchy with the principle
of trusteeship for the weak and the poor,
both purporting to supplant the old balance
of power with a new community of power.

The dismay and disillusion that have over-
taken so many of us in America are the re-
sult, I belleve, of our departure from these
traditional American values. The corrosive,
consuming fear of Communism has driven
us into a role in the world which suits us
badly and which we deeply dislike. I think
that the American people have sensed
this all along and are moving now to an
active, conscious awareness of their own real
preferences. It is no easy matter for us to
knock over the household gods we have heen
taught for a generation to worship, but I
think the American people have all along
had an uneasy awareness that the dictators
and warlords with whom we have been in
league for so long are not really our kind of
people. I suspect, too, that if Ehrushchev and
Mao and Ho had not had the name of “Com-
munist” we might have recognized them as
men we could respect: tough and sometimes
ruthless, but patriots nonetheless; com-

%:;rselves. but also committed to the well-
ing of their own people. With :
entry into the United Il-:rat?cns and thshri'?:sf
ident’s imminent trip to Peking, we may
find that we can do business with the Chi-
nese, just as we have done with the Rus-
sians. We may even find it possible to be
cordial, as we have been with the Yugoslavs.
Eventually (who knows?), we may even kick
over the household gods once and for all and
become friends. Huck Finn, when he helped
Jim escape, knew it was a sin and knew he
was going to go to Hell for it, but he liked
Jim, so he did it anyway.

History is filled with turning points that
are not easlly identified until long after the
event. It seems almost inevitable that Viet-
nam will prove to have been a watershed in
American foreign policy, but it is by no means
clear what kind. Before it can represent any-
thing of a lasting historical nature, the war,
of course, will have to be ended—not just
scaled down but ended, and not just for
Americans but for the tortured Vietnamese
as well. One assumes that It will be ended—
if not by our present leaders, then by their
successors—and that when at last It is, the
American people will once again in their his-
tory have the opportunity and the respon-
siblity of declding where they want to go in
the world, of declding what kind of role they
want their country to play, of deciding what
kind of country they want America to be.

The Truman Doctrine, which made limited
sense for a limited time in a particular place,
has led us in its universalized form to disas-
ter in Southeast Asia and demoralization at
home, In view of all that has happened, it
seems unlikely that we will wish to resume
the anti-Communist crusade of the early
postwar years. Yet it is not impossible; mem-
ories will fade, controversies may recur;
pride may once again be challenged and com-
petitive instinets aroused. The Truman Doc-
trine is frayed and tattered, but it is still
an influence upon our policy and outlook.

I do not think we are golng to return to
isolationism. I will go further: I do not think
there is or ever has been the slightest chance
of the United States’ returning to the isola-
tlonism of the prewar years. It will not hap-
pen because it cannot happen: we are in-
extricably involved with the world politically,
economically, militarily, and—in case any-
one cares—legally. We could not get loose
if we wanted to. And no one wants to. The
people who are called ‘“neo-isolationists” are
no such thing; the word is an invention of
people who confuse internationalism with an
intrusive American unilateralism, with a
quasi-imperialism. Those of us who are ac-
cused of “neo-isolationism" are, I believe, the
opposite: internationalists In the classic
sense of that term—in the sense in which it
was brought into American usage by Wood-
row Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt. We be-
lieve in international cooperation through
international institutions. We would like to
try to keep the peace through the United
Nations, and we would like to try to assist
the poor countries through institutions like
the World Bank. We do not think the United
Nations is a fallure; we think it has never
been tried.

In the aftermath of Vietnam, it is Amer-
ica’s optlon—not its “destiny,” because there
is no such thing—to return to the practical
idealism of the United Nations Charter. It 1s,
I believe, consistent with our national tradi-
tion and congenial to our national character,
and ls therefore the most natural course for
us to follow. It is also the most logical, in
terms of our interests and the interests of all
other nations living in a diverse and crowded
but interdependent world in the age of nu-
clear weapons.

The essence of any community—local, na-
tional, or international—is some degree of
acceptance of the principle that the good
of the whole must take precedence over the
good of the parts. I do not belleve that the
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United States (or any of the other big coun-
tries) has ever accepted that principle with
respect to the United Natlons. Like the Soviet
Union and other great powers, we have
treated the United Nations as an instrument
of our policy, to be used when it is helpful
but otherwise ignored. Orphaned at birth by
the passing from the political scene of those
who understood its potential real usefulness,
the United Nations has never been treated as
a potential world-security community—as an
institution to be developed and strengthened
for the long-term purpose of protecting hu-
manity from the destructiveness of unre-
strained nationalism. The immediate, short-
term advantage of the leading members has
invariably been given precedence over the
needs of the collectivity. That is why the
United Nations has not worked. There Is no
mystery about it, no fatal shortcoming in the
Charter. Our own federal government would
soon collapse if the states and the people had
no loyalty to it. The reason that the United
Nations has not functioned as a peace-keep-
ing organization is that its members, includ-
ing the United States, have not wished it to;
if they had wanted it to work, it could have—
and it still can. Acheson and his colleagues
were wholly justified in their expectation of
the United Nations' failure; their own cyni-
cism, along with Stalin’s cynlecism, assured
that failure.

Our shortsighted, self-serving, and sancti-
monious view of the United Nations was put
on vivid display in the reaction to the Gen-
eral Assembly's vote to take in mainland
China and expel Natlonalist China. Mr.
Nizxon expressed unctuous indignation, not
at the loss of the vote but at the “shocking
demonstration” of “undisguised glee" shown
by the winners, especially those among the
winners to whom the United States had
been “quite generous”—as the President’s
press secretary was at pains to add. Mr.
Agnew at least spared us the pomposities,
denouncing the United Nations as a “paper
tiger” and a “sounding board for the left,"
whose only value for the United States was
that “it’s good to be in the other guy's
huddle.” The Senate Minority Leader was
equally candid: “I think we are going to
wipe off some of the smiles from the faces
we saw on television during the United Na-
tlons voting.” The revelations are striking.
Having controlled the United Nations for
many years as tightly and as easily as a big-
city boss controls his party machine, we had
got used to the idea that the United Natlons
was a place where we could work our will;
Communists could delay and disrupt the
proceedings and could exercise the Soviet
veto in the Security Council, but they cer-
tainly were not supposed to be able to win
votes, When they did, we were naturally
shocked—all the more because, as one Euro-
pean diplomat commented, our unrestrained
arm-twisting had turned the issue into a
“worldwide plebiscite for or against the
United States,” and had thereby made it
difficult for many nations to judge the ques-
tion of Chinese representation on its merits.
When the vote went agalnst us nonetheless,
the right-wingers among us saw that as proof
of what they had always contended—that
the United Nations was a nest of Red vipers.

The test of devotion to the law is not how
people behave when it goes thelr way but
how they behave when it goes against them.
During these years of internal dissension
over the war in Vietnam, our leaders have
pointed out frequently—and correctly—that
citizens, however little they may like it, have
a duty to obey the law. The same principle
applies on the international level. *“Pacta
sunt servanda,” the Internal lawyers say:
“The law must be obeyed.” The China vote
in the General Assembly may well have been
unwise, and it may have shown a certain
vindlctiveness toward the United States, but
it was a legal vote, wholly consistent with
the procedures spelled out in the Charter.
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The old balance-of-power system Is a dis-
credited failure, having broken down in two
world wars in the twentieth century. The
human race managed to survive those con-
flicts; it is by no means certain that it would
survive another. This being the case, it is
myopic to dismiss the idea of an effective
world peace-keeping organization as a vision-
ary ldeal—or as anything, indeed, but an
immediate, practical necessity.

With the cooperation of the major
powers—and there is no reason in terms of
their own national interests for them not to
cooperate—the conflict in the Middle East
could be resolved on the basis of the Security
Council resolution of 1967, to which all the
principal parties have agreed, calling for a
settlement based upon, among other things,
the principle of “the Inadmissibility of the
acquisition of territory by war.” Similarly,
I believe that the Security Council should
have interceded to prevent war between India
and Pakistan. This proved impossible largely
because of the self-seeking of the great
powers, each of which perceived and acted
upon the sltuation not on its merits, and
certainly not in terms of human cost, but
in terms of its own shortsighted geopolitical
interests. Moreover, the BSecurity Council
waited until war had actually broken out
and an Indian victory seemed certain before
attempting to intervene. The time for the
United Nations to act on the crisis in East
Pakistan was many months earlier, when the
Bengalls were being brutally suppressed by
the armed forces of the Pakistani govern-
ment. The United Nations, it is true, is pro-
scribed by Article 2 of the Charter from inter=
vention in “matters which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of any
state,” but Article 2 also states that “the
principle shall not prejudice the application
of enforcement measures” under the peace-
enforcement provisions of the Charter, By
any reasonable standard of judgment, the
mass killing of East Bengalls and the fiight
of ten million refugees across the Indian
border constituted a “‘threat to the peace’ as
that term is used in the Charter, warranting
United Nations intervention. I do not think
it likely under present circumstances that
the United Nations could play a mediating
role in the war in Ind